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ABSTRACT
No research exists in the fields of English language learning (ELL) and Title I 
remedial reading that discusses how two programs premised on the idea of 
developing literacy can collaborate and support one another for the sake of ELL 
student achievement. Therefore, this study’s charge was to understand how 
developing an English language learner (ELL) learning community could be 
premised on the need for ELL and Title I reading specialists teachers to support 
one another’s curriculum and instruction through a collaborative effort. Studies 
indicate that the use of a Whole Language Approach can benefit ELL student 
achievement. The purpose of this research study was to understand how 
collaboration could unfold between ELL and Title I literacy program teachers.
One ELL and two Title I reading specialist teachers participated in the research 
study. The three participants partook in three separate semi-structured interviews 
based upon ten interview protocol questions.
After a thorough analysis of the data, three themes emerged from the 
transcribed interview data. The three themes of Camaraderie, Program Design, 
and Professional Time were intrinsic to the data and provided support to the 
overall conceptual framework based on the works of Christine Igoa, Pamela 
Joseph, and Deborah Meier. Upon careful analysis of the interview data, it 
became obvious that most of what was reviewed in the literature pertaining to
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ELL and remedial reading literacy curriculum and instruction directly reaffirmed 
the need to develop a collaborative atmosphere among specialist teachers. The 
data revealed that the specialized roles and isolation of ability and skill sets 
between teachers is not shared in any meaningful way between them.
The study demonstrates a need to create and foster a learning environment in 
which teachers who serve ELL students can develop a greater understanding of 
literacy curriculum and instruction that supports student achievement. The three 
emergent themes add credence to the idea that a learning community will help to 
promote an overall school atmosphere where all adults assume responsibility for 
each and every students’ success. Unfortunately, the study also demonstrated the 
isolating nature of schools and the mentality that these are students to fix.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Background and Rationale
The intent of this study is to help provide fellow educators in the fields of 
curriculum and instruction and bilingual education a better understanding of a 
collaborative literacy model around Title I reading specialist and English language 
learner (ELL) teachers’ curriculum and instruction. Studies of English language 
learning explore the notion that non-English speaking students can move from 
competence in a native tongue to mastery of literacy in English. The process of 
“moving” students from learning in their native language to learning in English 
requires an appropriate setting with the necessary supports and scaffolding. The 
required elements needed to facilitate this change include specialized English 
second language teachers, reading specialist teachers, native language literacy, the 
use of primary level literature, sheltered English instruction, and bilingual 
classroom environments.
Studies of curriculum and instruction explore what is taught, how it is delivered, 
and why it is learned. These are key concepts in all learning and instruction. 
However, there are many layers within the field of curriculum and instruction, and 
the one key element required to develop the necessary supports and scaffolding for
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2ELL success is collaboration. This study endeavors to explore and understand how 
collaboration might occur between the curriculum and instruction of Title I and 
ELL programs.
This study’s focus is based on my experience as a school leader in a building 
whose demographic profile is shared by many schools. As a new principal of a 
kindergarten through 5th grade elementary school where 13% of the school’s 
students are considered ELL by the state of Illinois, I experience the tenuous reality 
of helping these students achieve and reach acceptable performance levels, as 
mandated and measured by state and federal regulations, and how this situation 
creates undue pressure on an under-financed program. Under the No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the State of Illinois has mandated that schools must 
demonstrate satisfactory performance growth and transitioning of ELL students 
being serviced by state and/or federal funding. Unfortunately, standardized testing 
does not always translate well to the reality of services being rendered to a child 
speaking another language.
Under the U.S. Department of Education’s Title VII Act of 1968 and the 
pursuant Supreme Court’s decision in the case of Lau v. Nichols (1974), school 
districts need to provide appropriate educational support services for ELL students. 
However, a school must have a minimum of 20 students who speak the same 
language in order to receive federal funding for a bilingual educational program. 
Schools with ELL student populations rely on the federal government’s Title III 
funding. In my role as Principal, ELL Coordinator, and NCLB Consolidated Grant
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Application Coordinator, it is rather interesting to see how state and federal monies 
are disbursed based on a population figure and impact a school’s ability to provide 
appropriate services. Since there are not 20 students speaking the same non-English 
language in my school, the school relies on employing an ELL teacher who only 
has enough time in the day to teach using a pullout sheltered English instruction 
curriculum. If the school had a few more students, it would be able to provide a 
full-time bilingual program that would service the children with a teacher speaking 
their own language. The ELL teacher does her best to instruct the students, but 
cannot truly service all the 27 students within the small timeframes she sees them. 
Since the school does not have 20 students with the same language, the program is 
considered a Transitional Program of Instruction (TPI). The purpose of TPI is to 
make ELL students English-literate within a 3-year timeframe, a policy that can be 
tracked back to the passing of California’s Proposition 227 (1998).
Proposition 227 was created to end bilingual education programs of instruction 
and have schools use structured English immersion to service their ELL students 
(Friedman, 2004). Interestingly enough, unless a school district that does not meet 
the 20-student mark for federal funding has enough money to run its own bilingual 
program, those schools will operate a TPI and rely on ELL students to learn 90% of 
their English instruction within the mainstream classroom. In my school situation, 
the ELL teacher only knows Spanish, which is always interesting when half of the 
27 students speak eight different languages, including German, Gujarati, Hungarian, 
Korean, Lithuanian, Polish, Spanish, and Tagalog.
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4If the staff is to see the ELL students achieve, they need to figure out a way to 
use their current sources of funding to meet their needs. English language 
instruction is going to have to occur in the general education classroom, not only 
through the ELL teacher. Typically, most of the mainstream classroom teachers do 
not know what to do with their ELL students, because they were never trained to 
work with them. When the ELL teacher is not pulling students out, she is pushing 
into twelve different classrooms to supply instructional support and materials for 
the mainstream classroom teacher.
This is where one begins to see the need to use additional resources to work with 
our ELL students. There are two Title I reading specialists employed with Title I 
grant money provided by the U.S. Department of Education. In addition to serving 
struggling native English-speaking readers, Title I reading specialists often are 
charged with serving a highly diverse minority group of ELLs. Understanding the 
importance of providing effective, high quality early childhood literacy programs 
becomes more apparent as staff attempt to work with students who have little or no 
English or native language literacy background. However, there has been a long­
standing view within my school and the district that Title I, or Reading 
Achievement Program (RAP), instructors do not have to work with ELL students 
because they have not mastered English. Starting in January of 2006,1 made 
recommendations to the superintendent and building principals to change this 
policy and to ensure ELL students are receiving Title I/RAP literacy instruction.
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5As part of my role as Principal, NCLB Consolidated Grant Application 
Coordinator, and ELL Coordinator, it is my duty to ensure that the school and 
district does not lose its funding for our teachers that provide an integral part o f our 
ELL children’s nurturing. It is the school’s charge to make sure that all of the 
students are brought to high performance levels. There is no other option. The 
school district, like a host of others, does not have the available monies to tell the 
State of Illinois or the United States Department of Education that it can do without 
their funding. Their money gives hope for many ELL students to make a 
connection with an ELL teacher and reading specialist. With the looming threat of 
losing Federal Title I funding, as provided in NCLB policy, the intent of this study 
was to gain a better understanding of the design and quality of the literacy program 
offered to this school’s ELL children.
As both ELL and reading specialist teachers are trained to meet the needs of 
ELL students, the instructional setting will begin to take on a new context for the 
ELL student. Developing the appropriate classroom environment that is inclusive 
of ELL student needs will require a change in the ELL and Title I reading 
specialists’ perspectives on how to collaborate using common curriculum and 
instruction. Providing ELL students with multiple doses of literacy instruction 
through a school community of adults collaborating with one another will only 
further ELL student achievement.
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6Collaborating on a Curriculum
Developing a collaborative learning environment among ELL and reading 
specialist teachers will require designing a curriculum culture that best serves the 
needs of ELL students. Joseph, Bravmann, Windschitl, Mikel, and Green (2000) 
described curriculum cultures as ways in which students, staff, and parents 
negotiate meaning within the structure of the school. These cultures vary, including 
a spectrum of cultures that lean from being curriculum-centered to student-centered. 
As schools strive to meet NCLB mandates for ELL students, they will need to 
develop a program delivery model that involves all teachers working in a 
collaborative effort for the best interests of all students. Developing a collaborative 
student-centered curriculum culture will require all teachers to provide curriculum 
and instruction that is in the best interests of ELL students. The purpose of this 
research is to find commonalities in curriculum and instruction among ELL and 
Title I programs that foster a collaborative working relationship among staff 
members and draw upon collaborative student-centered curriculum and 
instructional strategies that are used and can be shared within both programs 
designs.
Valencia and Au (1997) discovered that developing classrooms that stress 
learning as a social process is an important aspect of literacy learning. Au and 
Scheu (1996) found that meaningful literacy instruction relies on consistent 
instruction along with well-implemented curriculum coupled with teacher expertise. 
Thus, developing the necessary competency within the teacher to employ practices
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7such as whole literacy takes patience and time (Valencia, Au, Scheu, & Kawakami, 
1990). It becomes the teacher’s responsibility to become masterful enough to 
impart skills and strategies through a constructivist approach that stresses shared 
experiences and meanings (Wong Fillmore, 1990). Using a child-centered, 
constructivist curriculum allows for children to interact and share their experiences 
with others and the teacher (Wong Fillmore, 1990). Also, an additional ancillary 
benefit is that creating a classroom environment that addresses ELL student needs 
through shared experiences develops a greater connection with the student’s family 
(Wong Fillmore, 1990).
Collaborating on Instruction
To meet the needs of ELL students, it is not only important for the teacher to 
understand how to design appropriate curriculum that fosters student learning, but 
also to understand how learning literacy in different cultures and languages occurs 
(Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Similarly, Au (1997) found that the instructional 
setting must foster a classroom environment that shares with the students how the 
teacher learns. It is through this modeling that the teacher transmits to the students 
how English is structured. The teacher also becomes a purveyor of language 
structure that develops a classroom culture where the teacher can be seen as an 
advocate and resource for children (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Schools need 
to understand that developing language sharing and development skills and 
strategies early in an ELL student’s academic career is crucial to their success
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8(Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). “Teachers need to understand how to design the 
classroom language environment so as to optimize language and literacy learning 
and to avoid linguistic obstacles to content area learning” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 
2000, p. 7).
Developing a meaningful classroom environment translates into developing 
strategies that promote literacy skill obtainment among ELL students. Several 
studies (Au & Carroll, 1997; Valencia et al., 1990; Wong Fillmore, 1990; Wong 
Fillmore, 2000) point out the need to develop classroom environments that connect 
with ELL students in a myriad of ways. The needs of ELL students should not be 
met only in separate pullout programs or by teachers who understand the child’s 
native language, but also, by mainstream teachers who are trained in ELL literacy 
instructional methods and learning characteristics of the ELL students they serve. 
The student does not serve to conform to the abilities and skills of the teacher. It is 
the teacher’s responsibility to become proficient in meeting the needs of diverse 
learners. According to Kang (1994),
The main point here is that instruction, support and guidance for ELL should 
not be divided up into areas to be taken care of by teachers and specialists in 
classes that are isolated from each other, but can and should be a 
collaborative effort among content area teachers, ELL teachers or language 
development specialists, and reading teachers/specialists, (p. 650)
Research indicates that defined pedagogical practices (e.g. Kang, 1994) for teachers 
working with ELL student literacy achievement must take the form of integrated 
staff collaboration between ELL and reading specialist teachers.
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9Conceptual Framework
The need to develop an improved ELL student transition program rests on the 
need to design curriculum and instruction around a collaborative model. A 
collaborative model should not only involve both the ELL and reading specialist 
teachers, but also be translated into curriculum and instructional methods used 
within the classroom (Kang, 1994; Wong Fillmore, 2000). Due to a comfort level 
that is not perceived or present within the larger classroom setting, ELL students 
require safer, more nurturing environments than those of their native English- 
speaking counterparts (Au & Scheu, 1996). Developing a learning community 
where teachers collaborate in the best interest of the students becomes an essential 
factor in positive student learning experiences and achievement (Meier, 2002). 
According to Meier (2002),
Just as we want kids to keep company with adults because it’s the best and 
even most efficient way for them to become educated, so too do teachers 
need to keep company with each other for the sake of their teaching, not just 
to make life smoother, more comforting, and more humanly decent, 
although these other outcomes are desirable, (p. 59)
Collaboration is the keystone for developing a collegial atmosphere in which ELL 
and reading specialist teachers can discuss and coordinate the educational 
experience of their students. Developing collaboration between Title I and reading 
specialist teachers relies on synthesizing the works of many scholars who have 
analyzed the benefits of collaboration among teachers and the use of collaborative 
curriculum and instructional methodologies within the classroom environment.
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This framework rests on the sole idea, as Meier (2002) so eloquently summed up, 
that student success is commensurate with teacher collaboration, and that growth 
between adults will translate into greater collaboration and success with children.
Joseph et al. (2000) premise two of their curriculum cultures of Developing Self 
and Spirit and Constructing Understanding on the idea that a student-centered 
learning environment is designed to not only reach children at their instructional 
level, but to create a collaborative environment that takes them to higher and more 
meaningful stages in the learning process. Eventually, this will lead to students 
taking more ownership of their learning in a classroom where the teacher designs 
the curriculum around the students’ needs.
In addition to developing a collaborative learning environment, Igoa (1995) 
discovered that the cultures of ELL students are the defining elements of how 
learning will unfold for them and that they play an essential role in creating an ELL 
learning community. As Igoa (1995) stated,
In the end, regardless of policies, philosophies, theories, and methodologies, 
the success or failure of individual child -  the way that child experiences 
school -  depends on what happens in that child’s classroom, what kind of 
learning environment the teacher is able to provide, and how well the 
teacher is able to investigate and attend to the particular needs of that child. 
(P- 9)
Igoa (1995) studied the impact of school on newly arrived immigrant students and 
the meaning that it held for them. She found that a student’s learning experiences 
are uniquely affected within three domains: cultural, academic, and psychological 
(CAP).
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The goals of the CAP intervention are to facilitate the child’s maintenance 
of authenticity and connection to his or her native culture, academic 
achievement, and sense of feeling fully alive in school. This approach gives 
rise to a supportive and cooperative environment for both students and 
teachers. (Igoa, 1995, p. 8)
The CAP domains provide a good foundation for understanding the type of 
wonderful learning experience a child can have when the teacher creates a 
collaborative learning environment that celebrates and fosters the construction of 
curriculum and instruction around the student’s cultural experiences. In doing so, 
the teacher is able to empower the student’s voice and also begin to set the 
foundation for school-wide acceptance and responsibility towards the new 
meanings that children construct from their prior cultural experiences (Igoa, 1995). 
Fostering this type of learning community becomes the responsibility of all the 
teachers who are a part of that child’s school.
Based on the synthesis of multiple studies (Bean, Knaub, & Swan, 2000; 
Christian & Bloome, 2004; Denton, Foorman, & Mathes, 2003; Jaeger, 1996; Kang, 
1994; Quatroche, Bean, & Hamilton, 2001; Tatum, 2004), collaboration occurs 
when using and practicing common curriculum and instruction is a shared 
outgrowth to staff development. Successful literacy program development is 
pursuant of the need to transform the roles of reading specialists and ELL teachers 
within a curriculum culture that promotes a collaborative, child-centered 
instructional approach.
As the preceding studies conclude, designing an effective literacy program for 
ELL students is imperative in order to meet the child’s needs and promote his or her
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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success. Also, there is a larger ancillary benefit to creating a culture of 
collaboration, which would be developing a learning community (Meier, 2002), 
based on a cooperative, student-centered learning environment (Igoa, 1995; Joseph 
et al., 2000), where all teachers are there for the sake and interests of all of the 
students. Creating a curriculum culture climate where staff members share a 
common vision is essential in developing effective curriculum program materials 
and instructional strategies and techniques, including those for bilingual learners. 
Allowing ELL and reading specialists to share curriculum materials and 
instructional strategies will help to further and refine literacy program supports for 
ELL students who are served by a TPI.
Problem Statement
As more and more immigrants come to our country and enroll in schools that are 
receiving less and less funding, the need to improve education for ELL students is a 
growing concern across the United States. This situation has made it even more 
critical to design curriculum and instruction around an effective collaborative model 
that guides all educators who serve ELL students. Hopefully, the model will be 
used to not only promote growth in English skills, but to develop more viable 
educational goals that help bring about economic equity for all minority students in 
the marketplace. If the goal of education is to make productive citizens, then we 
must ascertain a better solution to the success of all minority students, including 
linguistic minority learners. Attempting to make education the great equalizer that
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
it should be is no easy task. The ebb and flow of schooling dictates that we must 
make concerted efforts to make these children successful not only in their native 
language, but their adopted one as well. The essence of the problem is that 
educators need to reform literacy program delivery and instructional services for 
ELL students who are served by a TPI. It will become necessary to transform 
school curriculum cultures so that they will reflect a collaborative design meant to 
embrace and empower the needs of diverse students becoming literate in English. 
Curriculum cultures play an essential role in developing the necessary environment 
in which to create a collaborative and student-centered curriculum design model 
(Joseph et al., 2000). Understanding how the curriculum cultures of Developing 
Self and Spirit and Constructing Understanding can be translated into instructional 
program design models will be further discussed in Chapter 2, as instructional 
strategies and techniques that share common characteristics and traits between ELL 
and Title I programs are described in greater detail.
Purposes
The focus of this study pertains to the fields of ELL education and curriculum 
and instruction. ELL education is based on the notion that non-English-speaking 
students can transition from their native tongue toward mastering literacy in English 
in a transitional bilingual program. The process of “moving” students from learning 
in their native language toward learning in English requires an appropriate setting 
with the necessary supports and scaffolding to make this transition stage possible.
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14
The required elements needed to facilitate this change include professional 
development that is focused on a collaborative literacy program design among ELL 
and reading specialist teachers, a sharing of specialized curriculum materials and 
instructional practices, and the nurturing support of a learning community.
More generally, this study is anchored in the field of curriculum and instruction. 
Curriculum and instruction pertains to the idea that what is taught, how it is 
delivered, and why it is learned are the key concepts in all learning and instruction. 
However, there are many layers within the field of curriculum and instruction and 
the one key element required to develop the necessary supports and scaffolding for 
ELL success is collaboration. The concept of collaboration is a major factor in 
creating a school environment that helps teachers work with one another in the best 
interests of the students. Developing a collegial work environment that focuses 
curriculum and instruction upon the needs of ELL students is a necessary ingredient 
in ELL students making a successful transition from native language literacy to 
English language literacy.
Research Questions
The following three questions flow from the purpose and problem and guide this 
study:
1. In a TPI program, how do ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers 
collaborate to support ELL student achievement?
2. How do the ELL TPI and Title I programs support one another’s curriculum 
and instruction?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
15
3. How do ELL TPI teachers and Title I reading specialist teachers learn to 
collaborate?
Research Assumptions
These three questions embed logical assumptions about the nature of effective 
instruction and/or best practices. The literature points out transferable findings 
from qualitative case studies that indicate the importance of collaboration and 
program design not only for ELL students, but for any program that involves 
literacy instruction. Within any organizational structure communication and 
sharing of information, materials, and resources is vital to success; no different is 
the development of the child and classroom culture. Within the broad fields of 
curriculum and instruction and systems thinking, research indicates that effective 
programs come from effective collaboration and integration. Teamwork within the 
family, school, sports, and/or private sector is essential to maintaining a healthy and 
productive system status. When one begins to analyze larger institutional or 
societal structural organizations, one begins to see a very refined symbiotic 
relationship built on a collaborative design. The answers to this study’s research 
questions will not prove that much different, except that they will be couched on the 
framework of collaboration among two particular types of instructional specialists: 
the ELL teacher and the Title I reading specialist teacher.
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Significance
The study is significant because it examines the process for developing a 
collaborative framework based on the premise for improved ELL literacy 
instruction. More importantly, it fills in a gap in the literature concerning literacy 
programs that intertwine the curriculum and instructional techniques of both Title I 
reading specialist and ELL teachers. Understanding how ELL and Title I reading 
specialist teachers can work together in the interests of increasing literacy 
development in ELL students is very exciting. Figuring out how to carefully 
intertwine elements of curriculum resources and pedagogical practices used by both 
types of teachers will only help to refine collaborative efforts that may already exist 
and encourage or initiate them where they do not exist.
This study is unique from prior ELL and Curriculum and Instructional studies 
pertaining to ELL students because it is searching to find Title I and ELL program 
commonalities that can be successfully intertwined in order to create a more 
effective literacy curriculum and instruction delivery model for ELL students. For 
most ELL students, their day consists of being pulled out of class once a day, five 
times a week, to meet with an ELL teacher to receive some sheltered English 
instruction. Some ELL students are allowed to participate in Title I reading 
programs to begin to work on their vocabulary and fluency development. However, 
what might their day or school experience be like if both of these types of teachers 
and classroom cultures were interwoven more seamlessly with the needs of the ELL 
student being primary?
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The need for this study becomes evident when one reflects on how the students’ 
own culture can be used to influence literature and resource material usage. This 
study also considers the great potential of the pedagogical practices and skill sets 
that could be developed and transferred between the two types of specialist 
teachers. It becomes ever so clear and essential that we closely examine the 
experiences that an ELL student receives from two additional adults that play a 
larger part in their school experiences than their classroom teacher. It is the purpose 
of this study to reaffirm the idea of using a collaborative design model that bridges 
curriculum and instruction and apply that idea to two very well defined fields of 
education.
Assumptions
This study’s research design is anchored in interviews that occurred with three 
literacy specialists. Their viewpoints guided the investigation of what program 
resources to look at and the understanding of how local, state, and federal 
guidelines might possibly provide a backdrop for program integration. Clarity of 
already existent levels of program collaboration was focused on first, in order to 
determine how curriculum and instruction overlaps might unknowingly be or 
perhaps not be occurring between the two programs. Understanding the curriculum 
and pedagogical practices that students are receiving within and without both 
programs should help increase the probability of understanding what could be done 
or what should not be done that is not helping with collaboration. Also, it is my
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hope that the instructional specialists either realize or will realize the wonderful 
potential that program integration and collaboration can have for greater success 
both academically and socially among ELL students.
Definitions
In the past ESL students, now called ELL, have been instructed in several ways. 
This amalgamation of what it means to be an English Language Learner, the 
accepted term used by the Department of English Language Learning (ELL), by the 
State of Illinois transitional and bilingual programs, is best defined here by August 
and Hakuta (1998)
Sheltered instruction-Students receive subject matter instruction in English, 
modified so that it is understandable to them at their levels of English 
proficiency. Structured immersion-All students in the program are English- 
language learners, usually, though not always, from different language 
backgrounds. They receive instruction in English, with an attempt made to 
adjust the level of English so subject matter is comprehensible. Typically 
there is no native-language support. Transitional bilingual education-Most 
students in the program are English-language learners, They receive some 
degree of instruction in the native language; however, the goal o f the 
program is to transition to English as quickly as possible, so that even within 
the program, there is a shift toward using primarily English, (p. 6)
Title I, a reading achievement program traces its origin to over forty years ago. 
The 1965 Title I Elementary and Secondary Education Act’s historical development 
is a necessary component in understanding how English Language Learning (ELL) 
students have been serviced over the last 40 years. The Elementary and Secondary
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Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) focused on the need to provide equity in funding to 
America’s schools.
The purpose of this title is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and 
significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a 
minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards 
and state academic assessments (U.S. Department of Education 2005, 
Elementary and Secondary Education. Title I -  Improving the Academic 
Achievement o f  the Disadvantaged. Retrieved July 16, 2005 from 
http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pgl.html)
Title I was to help address societal issues including poverty, non-English-speaking, 
and neglected children.
Relating back to this original intent of the ESEA, programming initiatives for 
ELL students must inculcate collaborative efforts within the school culture. As 
Henwood (1999/2000) stated, “In any form, collaboration is sharing, using, and 
reflecting on people’s insights and expertise in order to improve pedagogical 
practice so as to promote student learning” (p. 316). Developing a learning 
community, as Henwood had envisioned, requires viewing a school culture through 
a collaborative lens.
ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers service ELL students in a unique 
program structure format. Because ELL students fall under the auspices of the Title 
I and Title III Acts, as originally outlined under ESEA, ELL students can receive 
both the services of ELL and Title I specialist teachers. Push-in services refer to 
the ELL teacher providing support within the regular classroom setting. Pull-out 
services refer to the ELL teacher instructing the ELL students within her own
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classroom using sheltered-English and a whole literacy approach, in order to 
accomplish homework assigned by the regular classroom teacher and provide 
additional English language support services.
Methodology and Research Paradigm
I chose to use the qualitative research paradigm to answer my questions 
regarding collaboration of the TPI and Title I literacy program curriculum and 
instructional designs that are needed to allow for the successful transition of ELL 
students. According to Bogdan and Biklen (2003), “A paradigm is a loose 
collection of logically related assumptions, concepts, or propositions that orient 
thinking and research” (p. 22). Consistent with this study’s research questions, a 
qualitative research design generated data that reflected individual views of the type 
of instructional program and teacher collaboration that is provided to the 
development of literacy in our ELL children. The research design is described fully 
in Chapter 3.
ELL student transition between an ELL literacy environment and a Title I 
literacy environment is dependent on how teachers collaborate with one another and 
provide curriculum and instructional scaffoldings and supports for students.
Finding how ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers collaborate will add further 
knowledge toward developing successful literacy transition programs for ELL 
students.
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Conclusion
The intent of this study is to help provide fellow educators in the fields of 
curriculum and instruction and bilingual education a better understanding of how to 
design a collaborative literacy model around Title I reading specialist and ELL 
teachers’ curriculum and instruction. Studies of English language learning explore 
the notion that non-English speaking students can move from competence in a 
native tongue to mastery of literacy in English. The process of “moving” students 
from learning in their native language to learning in English requires an appropriate 
setting with the necessary supports and scaffolding. The required elements needed 
to facilitate this change include specialized English as a second language teachers, 
reading specialist teachers, native language literacy, the use of primary level 
literature, sheltered English instruction, and bilingual classroom environments.
Studies of curriculum and instruction explore what is taught, how it is delivered, 
and why it is learned. These are key concepts in all learning and instruction. 
However, there are many layers within the field of curriculum and instruction, and 
the one key element required to develop the necessary supports and scaffolding for 
ELL success is collaboration. This study explored how collaboration might occur 
between the curriculum and instruction of Title I and ELL programs.
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Organization of the Study
The need to provide a thorough understanding of how collaboration can occur 
between TPI and Title I reading curriculum and instructional programs was the 
impetus for this study. Chapter 1 is an overview of the study and provides the 
reader with an understanding of the study’s stated purposes, research questions, 
assumptions, significance, and methodology. Chapter 2 is a comprehensive review 
of the literature that establishes a collaborative conceptual framework for the study 
based on historical ELL and Title I program similarities, commonality of 
collaborative curriculum and instructional designs of both ELL and Title I literacy 
programs, and finally, shared aims found between ELL and Title I programs as they 
correlate to the curriculum cultures established on collaboration. Chapter 3 
provides the reader with a thorough description of the methodology of the study: the 
research design, case study method, data collection techniques, data analysis, and 
validity techniques. Chapter 4 provides the reader with a rich, thick description 
from the interview data results and from the data analysis that will provide the 
reader with information from the interviewees’ perspectives. Chapter 5 offers a 
discussion and conclusion based on findings of the study and provides scholars with 
questions not answered by the current study that might serve future research 
purposes.
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction
The purpose of this literature review is to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the development and change that has occurred in both the Title I 
Literacy and English Language Learning curriculum and instruction. The first 
component of the literature review will focus on the last 40 years of the 1965 Title I 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act’s historical development in relationship 
to the Title VII Bilingual Education Act of 1968 and the pursuant programs that 
were offered to ELL students. The second component will focus on the knowledge 
bases of both instructional remedial reading specialists and ELL teachers, and how 
they intersect for a basis of collaboration. The third component will focus on how 
Reading Specialists and ELL teachers collaborate using curriculum and instruction 
to improve academic achievement for ELL students.
Historical Development and Change
The 1965 Title I Elementary and Secondary Education Act’s historical 
development is a necessary component in understanding how English Language 
Learning (ELL) students have been serviced over the last 40 years. Ever since the
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1950s, education in the United States was moving more and more towards 
government control, particularly the increased role of the federal government in 
what has been a matter of local control. “Opposed by a loose coalition of 
politicians, arts and sciences scholars, and the business community, the professional 
education community would lose control of curriculum development by the 1960s” 
(Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman, 2000, p. 153). The Title I Act of 1965 
focused on the need to provide equity in funding to America’s schools.
The purpose of this title is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and 
significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a 
minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards 
and state academic assessments. (U.S. Department of Education 2005, 
Elementary and Secondary Education. Title I -  Improving the Academic 
Achievement o f  the Disadvantaged. Retrieved July 16, 2005 from 
http://www. ed. gov/policy/elsec/leg/ esea02/pg 1. html)
Like much of the civil rights and Great Society legislation of the period, Title I was 
to help address societal issues including poverty, issues facing non-English- 
speaking residents, and neglected children. The impetus for Title I legislation grew 
out of the concern that America was lagging behind academically.
On October 4,1957, Russia launched Sputnik, the first successful earth- 
orbiting satellite, and the balance of power and scientific prowess seemed to 
be tilting in favor of the Soviet Union. As the bill for this new legislation 
was being designed, the Modem Language Association was called upon to 
present the case to include funding for foreign language education within the 
framework of the National Education Defense Act (NDEA) legislation. 
(Birckbichler, 2000, p. 4)
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Out of 1950s Red Scare paranoia grew an emerging theme that America’s defense 
relied upon building relationships and trust among Third World nations. That 
concern was not limited to the western hemisphere -  e.g., Vietnam and Korea were 
at risk of turning to communism. A few years later, the United States government’s 
global policy would focus on ensuring marketplace dominance and stability.
Foreign language education and the assimilation of English Language Learners 
(ELLs) was an outgrowth of consolidating policy.
Then, as social pressures grew from the ever-increasing wave of refugees from 
the economic and political changes in Latin America, the Title VII Bilingual 
Education Act of 1968 was created to provide funding for non-English-speaking 
students. The primary purpose of the programs was to ensure that both economic 
and political equity would bring harmony among the diverse population of the 
nation and the politically charged atmosphere of the 1960s and 1970s. This 
atmosphere also gave rise to multiculturalism. “In order to overcome the 
postcolonial effects of World War II, multiculturalism was seen as a way in which 
to move forward from our prior trappings as a nation” (Pinar et al., 2000, p. 326).
As Pinar et al. (2000) point out, multicultural efforts to infuse an already dominant 
white Anglo-Saxon culture seemed futile in relationship to the structured synoptic 
text curriculum pervading education. The new immigrants of America would be 
assimilated to the dominant culture, reinforcing the prevailing paradigm of schools 
meeting the need to assure the continuation of America’s dominance in security and 
global trade.
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The decade of the 1970s saw a vast movement to increase opportunities for 
ELLs. However, it became abundantly clear that education was in need of 
curricular specialists to identify issues related to the needs of ELLs.
English-speaking children profit from carefully prepared reading-readiness 
and reading programs while children with other language backgrounds have 
no such provisions for reading in their language. Not only do such practices 
leave them illiterate in their mother tongue, they also indirectly foster 
illiteracy in English by forcing them to read in English before they are 
ready. Developmental psychology is applied to the education of English- 
speaking children, but not to non-English-speaking children. (Andersson & 
Boyer, 1970, p.3)
In 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court decision in the case of Lau v. Nichols 
determined that all school districts must address the need of helping students 
overcome what was termed their language deficiency/disadvantage. States now had 
to be accountable in affording ELLs appropriate language programs to help achieve 
academic success. “In 1978, the creation of the President’s Commission on Foreign 
Language and International Studies was announced by President Jimmy Carter” 
(Birckbichler, 2000, p. 10). The commission would research what other countries 
do in their schools to bring about academic and social success for their 
bilingual/multilingual populations.
The role of education had been transformed to help bring about equity to our 
diverse society. Although the goals that Title VII aspired to achieve were 
noteworthy, they were never truly applied to the minority groups’ educational 
needs. The meaning of curriculum for ELLs shifted from a national interest to one 
of state-legislated obligations.
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With Ronald Reagan’s landslide victory in 1981, any hope of converting the 
Lau Guidelines into regulations were dashed. Reagan had come into office 
with the promise to “get government off our backs” and his Secretary of 
Education echoed the sentiment, characterizing the mandating of native 
language instruction as ‘an intrusion on state and local responsibility. We 
will protect the rights of children who do not speak English well, but we will 
do so by permitting school districts to use any way that has proven to be 
successful. (Del Valle, 2003, p. 246)
With the publication of A Nation At Risk (1983), the role of American education 
was to create a future workforce with the potential to compete technically in a 
global marketplace. The pendulum had swung back to the National Defense 
Education Act of the Eisenhower administration and, once again, the standards of 
education had been reduced to a market economy model. Cultural competence 
became the new rallying cry of multiculturalism. “The cultural competence model 
does function in an affirmative manner. Yet, it also undermines as it supports 
minority efforts to become competent in a majority world. In so doing it commits 
minority youth to incorporation and assimilation” (McCarthy, 1990 as cited in Pinar 
et al., 2000, p. 324). ELL education had been brought to the level of public 
awareness, but with limited minority empowerment.
ELL education would take further assaults in the 1990s, as the political 
pendulum kept moving towards increased measures of accountability. Standards, 
and even standardization, would become the rallying cry of the 1990s. The 1994 
reauthorization of the Title I and Title VII was meant to establish culpability among 
local school districts.
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Title I and Title VII work together and independently to help Hispanic 
students succeed in school. The 1994 reauthorization set forth a common 
framework for educational excellence of these two programs. This 
framework calls for schools and districts that receive Title I and Title VII 
funds to collaborate in setting common content and performance standards, 
planning staff development and developing organizational capacity, 
adopting guidelines for assessing student achievement, evaluating programs, 
and developing parental involvement policies and plans. Both programs 
also promote comprehensive school reform by encouraging the 
implementation of school-wide programs that coordinate support from all 
sources. (Weiner, 2000, p. 3)
ELLs had now become part of the comprehensive school reform movement to bring 
about responsibility and accountability within the school. Schools would be 
measured in terms of annual growth and all participants in the educational process 
would be dubbed stakeholders. Students had been likened to measurable 
commodities and their place within the marketplace already assured.
The original objective of the bilingual education was to ensure that students 
would not fall behind academically because of a poor command of the 
English language and to gradually teach them English as a second language. 
However, public sentiment against bilingual education has been growing 
and may threaten its existence as previously practiced. In 1998, California 
voters overwhelmingly approved Proposition 227 (Organized by software 
entrepreneur Ron Unz), which largely eliminated bilingual education from 
the public schools. Similar campaigns have succeeded in Arizona and 
Massachusetts, and more are planned. (Friedman, 2004, p. 43)
Marketplace interests had once again assailed the ELL curriculum. Schools were 
being judged and transformed by individuals who had no knowledge about 
curriculum or instruction. All that mattered was that people believed that test 
scores proved that ELL students were not achieving.
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If indeed ELLs were failing, “structured English immersion” was the 
problem, not the solution. With the passage of Proposition 227, many 
districts simply relabeled their program for ELLs to be consistent with the 
wording of the new mandate with little, if any, changes to the actual 
instructional practices in the classroom. (Cline, Necochea, & Rios, 2004, p. 
72)
The development of Proposition 227 only added to the political enfranchisement of 
education for future speculative policy. The reforms that were occurring were 
simply an outgrowth of sentiment and not research. As will be noted later, the 
research did not support the changes in legislation.
By the new millennium, everything that seemed at least partially good for ELLs, 
such as bilingual instruction, seemed to erode.
Title III, in essence, reverses the language policy enacted in 1994. Title III 
stresses academic achievement and the learning of English only. The rapid 
teaching of English, notes James Crawford, will take precedence over 
everything else. “Accountability provisions, such as judging schools by the 
percentage of English Language Learners reclassified as fluent in English 
each year, are expected to discourage the use of native-language 
instruction,” he stated. “Annual English assessments will be mandated, 
‘measurable achievement objectives’ will be established, and failure to show 
academic progress in English will be punished,” he further adds. (San 
Miguel, 2004, p. 90)
The development of increased assessments for ELLs has helped to develop an 
overall societal view that bilingualism should not be part of the fabric of American 
society.
Crawford, in an obituary for the Bilingual Education Act, argued that Title 
VII “expired” quietly on January 8. The death of the thirty-four-year-old 
law, he notes, “was not unexpected, following years of attacks by enemies 
and recent desertions by allies in Congress.” He further notes that while 
federal funds will continue to support the education of ELLs, the money will
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be spent to support programs aimed at developing English only. (San 
Miguel, 2004 p. 91)
It is this focus on English-only development that has the greatest impact on ELLs. 
Reading specialists are called upon to help develop sheltered English and other such 
programs meant to “push” ELLs out of their native language-speaking context. The 
classroom environment that once nurtured difference and literacy in the child’s first 
language is discarded in the name of high-stakes testing.
Schools across the country know the high stakes reality of the now five-year-old 
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which calls for adequately yearly progress 
(AYP) among our nation’s schools.
States must then develop annual objectives that show proficiency increases 
over 12 years, with the first increase required to occur within 2 years, and 
later increases once every 3 years. At the end of 12 years, all students in the 
state are expected to achieve at the proficient level on state tests in 
reading/language arts and math. (Lonergan, 2003, p. 4)
The dilemma that our nation’s public schools now face is one in which many 
minority ELL students need to be brought up to the same achievement, levels, and 
standards found among the majority population of students in America’s schools. 
Schools are measured on the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) of the school as a 
whole and their subgroups with 45 or more students. Failure to make AYP places 
many schools in danger of losing Title I and Title III funding, which provides for 
teachers and curriculum to help with literacy achievement among the ELL student 
population.
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The belief that schools can develop a meaningful learning environment that is 
equitable for all students forms the basis for the next section. Understanding the 
commonalities between ELL and Title I literacy instructional strategies is important 
to constructing a collaborative framework between the two fields. The next section 
will discuss the knowledge bases from within the fields of remedial reading and 
bilingual literacy education.
Knowledge Bases: A Point of Collaboration
When one begins to look at the bilingual and remedial reading teachers’ fields of 
study, it becomes quite clear that their knowledge bases have many intersecting 
components within the broader field of curriculum and instruction. These 
compatible aspects of their respective fields serve to reiterate what Kang (1994), a 
proponent of ELL literacy, discovered,
... instruction, support, and guidance for ELL should not be divided up into 
areas to be taken care of by teachers and specialists in classes that are 
isolated from each other, but can and should be a collaborative effort among 
content area teachers, ELL teachers, or language development specialists, 
and reading teachers/specialists, (p. 650)
Pinell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, and Seltzer (1994) also argue for collaboration 
between remedial reading teachers and their colleagues. Bilingual and remedial 
reading teachers have developed their instructional and curriculum program designs 
with the intent of developing greater literacy achievement among at-risk and ELL 
student populations. As this review will demonstrate, many of the instructional
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practices and curriculum designs employed by both bilingual and remedial reading 
specialists are based on similar views of learning. ELL and remedial reading 
knowledge bases are predicated on the following aspects of curriculum and 
instruction program designs: teacher perceptions and roles, refinement of 
pedagogical practices, and student ability and skill/strategy development. Each of 
these knowledge base dimensions will be considered, first for the ELL field and 
then for the remedial reading field.
ELL -  Teachers’ Perceptions and Roles
The first aspect of the knowledge base of the English Language Learning field of 
study comes in the form of teachers’ perceptions of ELL programs and of ELL 
students’ ability. Unfortunately, program delivery and services for ELL students 
must overcome negative teacher and school culture predispositions pertaining to 
ELL ability. As Cummins (1997a) discovered, “No classroom or school is immune 
from the influence of the coercive power relations that characterize societal debates 
about diversity and national identity” (p. 107). Although many teachers have little 
or no experience with ELL methodologies and practices, Wong Fillmore and Snow 
(2000) found that there was a clear hostile message being transmitted from the 
school to the home environment.
The messages that are conveyed to children and their parents are that the 
home language has no value or role in school if it is not English, and that 
parents who want to help their children learn English should switch to 
English for communication at home. (p. 12)
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As Cummins (1997a) stated, “On a moment-to-moment basis educators, in their 
interactions with culturally and linguistically diverse pupils, sketch their ideological 
stance in relation to issues of diversity, identity and power” (p. 107). Developing a 
trusting relationship between home and school is essential for an ELL student’s 
success (Wong Fillmore, 1990). “The teachers are cultural and linguistic bridges 
connecting the worlds of the home and the classroom; they facilitate the children’s 
entry to school” (p. 33).
Many teachers do not have the necessary background or training to meet the 
needs of ELL students. According to Wong Fillmore and Snow, (2000), “Too few 
teachers share or know about their students’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds, or 
understand the challenges inherent in learning to speak and read Standard English” 
(p. 3). Of importance are not only the perceptions that teachers have, but also the 
result the impact perception has on ELL student placement. As Cummins (1999b) 
stated, “The implicit assumption that conversational fluency in English is a good 
indicator of English proficiency has resulted in countless bilingual children being 
diagnosed as learning disabled or retarded” (p. 4). “In their function as interlocuter, 
teachers need to know something about educational linguistics” (Wong Fillmore 
and Snow, 2000, p. 6). Training teachers who understand the backgrounds of ELL 
students is a necessary component of properly identifying ELL student needs. 
Cummins (1999b) found that when “ ...the teacher knows very little about how to 
promote academic skills in a second language, then they (ELL students) are 
unlikely to receive the instructional support they need to catch up academically” (p.
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5). The need for teachers to be aware of how ELL students learn is an important 
aspect to understand to improving achievement (Cummins, 1999a). “Given the 
diversity in our society, it is imperative to recognize that young children may differ 
considerably in their inventory of skills and abilities, and these differences should 
not be treated as reflecting deficiencies in ability” (Wong Fillmore and Snow 2000, 
p. 9).
Being able to relate to the diverse needs of ELL is an important factor in describing 
how teachers see their role in education of ELL students (Wong Fillmore et al, 
2000).
Developing the necessary supports for ELL students requires addressing their 
needs. Krashen (1998) states, “To become good readers in the primary language, 
however, children need to read in the primary language” (p. 20). The knowledge 
base thus takes the stand that ELL students are not being appropriately served 
within the school system. “Accelerated language loss is a common occurrence 
these days among immigrant families, with the younger members losing the ethnic 
language after a short time in school” (Wong Fillmore, 2000, p. 205). School 
systems neglect bilingual literacy studies and fail to provide the necessary 
educational services for ELL students to achieve in their newly adopted or native 
language. Without developing the necessary supports and scaffoldings to enable an 
ELL student’s possibility of success, Cummins (1999b) stated, it is “ ...not 
appropriate is to have minimal English literacy instruction in the early grades of a 
transitional bilingual program and then at the grade 3 level transition students into
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an all-English classroom with no support for language learning” (p. 5). Meeting the 
needs of ELL students takes educating teachers about how ELL students develop 
literacy proficiency (Cummins, 1999a).
However, there are educators and researchers who realize the importance of 
transforming existing school systems and cultures that do not adapt to the needs of 
ELL students. The next step involves altering perceptions of ELL student ability.
As Cummins (1991) found
Educators who see their role as adding a second language and cultural 
affiliation to students’ repertoires are likely to empower them more than 
those who see their role as replacing or subtracting students’ primary 
language and culture in the process of fostering their assimilation into the 
dominant culture, (p. 2)
Developing a school culture that sees all students as being able to achieve takes 
altering teachers’ perceptions about ELL student ability. As Wong Fillmore and 
Snow (2000) stated, “ ... English as a second language may use conversational 
patterns or narrative organization that differ from that of the native European- 
American English speaker” (p. 6). Teachers need to adapt not only their 
predispositions concerning ELL student ability, but they also need to understand 
how their views can impact the child’s learning at home and the relationships being 
forged or dismantled between the home and school. As Wong Fillmore and Snow 
(2000) stated, positive teacher attitudes toward ELL students “ ... can help children 
make the necessary transitions in ways that do not undercut the role that parents and 
families must continue to play in their education and development” (p. 12).
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Professional development, when carefully designed, can assist in forging positive 
teacher attitudes and practices.
When addressing the need of comprehensive staff development, Au and Scheu 
(1996) stated, “ ...a broad brush approach is ineffective because precious resources 
for staff development are spread too thin, and little change in classroom practice 
actually results” (p. 476). Working with particular teachers that could make a 
greater impact on altering the school culture’s attitude towards ELL students was 
more effective than providing professional development for the whole staff (Au & 
Scheu, 1996). Furthermore, in the study conducted by Au and Scheu (1996), those 
who experienced ELL professional development were able to guide the 
development of other teachers. While such a tiered process may seem slow, they 
found it the best way to lay a solid foundation of change (Au & Scheu, 1996, p. 
476). The ability to alter a school’s culture through a particular subgroup lends 
itself to changing the instructional setting to meet the curricular and instructional 
needs required for ELL student success (Au & Scheu, 1996).
Altering teacher perceptions about how ELL students learn and about the 
amount of time it takes to develop competency in a second language is fundamental 
in understanding primary and secondary literacy development in ELL students. If 
educators are to do justice to a child’s native language and second language 
development, they must begin with not undermining the child’s home language, but 
rather must find ways to support it through literature and instructional practices (Au 
& Scheu, 1996; Krashen, 1998; Cummins, 1999a). Also, but more importantly, is
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the unrealistic timeframe permitted for ELL students to become proficient at a 
second language (Cummins, 1999a; Wong Fillmore & Scheu, 2000). Without 
providing the natural sequence and events that we permit native bom language 
learners in developing English proficiency, it is unreal and superficial to think ELL 
students can simply absorb English at an accelerated rate when in many cases they 
are still learning how to master literacy in their native language (Cummins, 1999a; 
Wong Fillmore, 2000). Studies (Au & Scheu, 1996; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000) 
indicate that teachers can be trained to meet the needs of minority ELL groups 
within the school. However, Au and Scheu (1996) found that in schools with 
limited resources and a pervasive culture not conducive to accepting new 
frameworks for instructing ELL students, it is necessary to find a core group of 
teachers who can provide the necessary practices to enable ELL students literacy 
success. It is this core group of teachers, especially among specialists, who need to 
step up and provide the necessary supports not only for the ELL student, but the 
guidance and resources for the mainstream classroom teacher (Cummins 1999a; Au 
& Scheu, 1996).
ELL -  Refinement of Pedagogical Practices
As teachers are trained to meet the needs of ELL students, the instructional 
setting begins to take on a new context for the ELL student. Developing the 
appropriate classroom environment that is inclusive of ELL students’ needs requires 
a change not only in the classroom teacher’s perspective, but pedagogical practices
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as well. “Literacy learning proceeds as a social process in which students learn 
from peers as well as from the teacher” (Valencia & Au, 1997, p. 7). As Valencia, 
Au, Scheu, and Kawakami (1990) noted in their study, “ ...as more teachers became 
more and more confident about using a whole literacy approach, the classrooms 
changed, evolving into communities of readers and writers” (p. 156). Creating a 
classroom environment that addresses ELL student needs through shared 
experiences develops a greater connection with the student’s family (Wong 
Fillmore, 1990). According to Gonzalez, Moll, and Amanti (2005), the need to 
understand how household relations affect Mexican students helps design 
curriculum that directly relates to their own heritage and natural curiosity to 
learning about it. Gonzalez et al. (2005) found,
Yet, social exchange between households, clusters of households, and 
kinship networks not only continues to provide individuals access to historic 
funds of knowledge, but also provides them the cultural matrix for 
incorporating new understandings and relationships in a “Mexican” way. (p. 
65).
Understanding how funds of knowledge can be applied to curriculum design 
materials can serve to pique ELL students’ interest in the curriculum and ownership 
of their own learning (Gonzalez et al., 2005). Teachers need to be trained in 
learning how to provide culturally relevant curriculum material that builds on the 
ELL students’ prior experiences and learning. According to Brisk and Harrington 
(2000), “The additional and different knowledge they bring to schools must be
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considered in teachers’ perspectives of the students, teaching strategies, and 
curricular considerations” (p. 1).
The teachers help the children develop their thinking skills, their 
understanding of the world around them, and their conceptual framework for 
interpreting their experiences in language that enables them to share these 
experiences with their families. (Wong Fillmore, 1990, p. 33)
Using a child-centered, constructivist curriculum allowed for children to interact 
and share their experiences with others and the teacher (Wong Fillmore, 1990). Au 
and Scheu (1996) stated, “ ... halfhearted attempts, such as teaching in a holistic 
manner part of the time and providing isolated skill instruction part of the time, did 
not work” (p. 476). It is not only important to understand appropriate strategies 
about how students learn, but it also important for teachers to develop an 
“ ... understanding the variety of structures that different languages and dialects use 
to show meaning, including grammatical meaning such as plurality or past tense, 
can help teachers see the logic behind the errors of their students who are learning 
English” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000, p. 15).
The teacher must foster a classroom environment that shares with the students 
how the teacher learns (Au, 1997). “When we share our literacy with students we 
reveal ourselves as human beings with interests and feelings. Perhaps for this 
reason, teachers’ sharing of their literacy makes a profound impression on students” 
(p. 187). It is through this modeling that the teacher transmits to the students how 
English is structured. In a positive classroom environment, “They [ELLs] must 
interact directly and frequently with people who know the language well enough to
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reveal how it works and how it can be used” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000, p. 7). 
“Culture influences literacy uses and values, prior knowledge, text organization, 
and connotation of words” (Brisk & Harrington, 2000). Schools need to understand 
that developing these skills early in an ELL student’s academic career is crucial to 
his or her success (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). “Students will experience more 
favorable learning conditions in contexts where the languages they are learning are 
used and the attitudes toward them are positive” (Brisk & Harrington, 2000, p. 11). 
“Teachers need to understand how to design the classroom language environment 
so as to optimize language and literacy learning and to avoid linguistic obstacles to 
content area learning” (Wong Filmore & Snow, p. 7). Brisk and Harrington, (2000) 
found
To prepare themselves to work effectively with bilingual learners teachers 
must understand the following: Literacy development, Significance of being 
bilingual, biliterate, and bicultural, Interaction between languages in a 
bilingual learner, Knowledge needed to read and write, and Factors affecting 
literacy development, (p. 2)
Developing a meaningful classroom environment translates into developing 
strategies that promote literacy skill obtainment among ELL students. Studies (Au, 
1997; Brisk et al., 2000; Gonzalez et al., 2005; Valencia et al., 1990; Wong 
Fillmore, 1990, 2000) point out the need to develop a classroom environment that 
connects with ELL students in a myriad of ways. Traditional classroom concepts 
must evolve to meet the complex needs of the ELL students they serve. The needs 
of ELL students should not only be met in separate pullout programs or by teachers
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that only understand the child’s native language, but instead, by teachers who are 
trained in ELL literacy instructional methods and learning characteristics of the 
ELL students they serve. The student does not serve to conform to the abilities and 
skills of the teacher. It is the teacher’s responsibility to become proficient to deal 
with the needs of diverse learners. Refined pedagogical practices for teachers 
working with ELL student literacy achievement must take the form of integrated 
staff collaboration and development among specialists and content area teachers.
ELL -  Student Ability and Skill/Strategy Development
Developing literacy skill and strategy acquisition among ELL students is posited 
on the idea that ELL students will acquire English literacy at a different rate than 
their English-speaking peers. Developing a program that meets the needs of ELL 
students takes putting the right resources and appropriate amount of time towards 
the ELL student’s exposure to appropriate curriculum and instruction resources 
(Cummins, 1999b; Brisk & Harrington, 2000). In second language acquisition 
contexts, immigrant children often acquire peer-appropriate conversational fluency 
in English within about 2 years but it requires considerably longer (5-10 years) to 
catch up academically in English (Collier, 1987; Cummins, 1999b). There are clear 
differences in acquisition and developmental patterns between conversational 
language and academic language, of BICS and CALP (Cummins, 1999b). Basic 
interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language 
proficiency (CALP) are seen as two distinctive language acquisition areas for all
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people (Cummins, 1999b). “As they progress through the grades, children will 
acquire the grammatical structures and strategies for the more sophisticated and 
precise ways of using language that are associated with maturity, with formal 
language use, and with discussing challenging topics” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 
2000, p. 7). It is not only how language development is seen as achievable for ELL 
students in an academic environment, but also how program delivery services are 
made compatible with their needs.
Although ELL students will progress over time, ELL skill development of 
grammatical structures and strategies has shown that no one particular method is 
attributable to ELL language progression. According to Brisk and Harrington 
(2000), “Word Cards and Shared Reading are effective approaches to initiate 
students to literacy in their native or second language” (p. 47). Krashen (2002) 
stated, “Skill-building advocates claim that children in skills-based classes learn to 
read better, while whole language advocates claim that whole language is superior, 
as long as it is defined correctly” (p. 35). Brisk and Harrington, (2000) stated, 
“Response to Literature Journals and Reader-Generated Questions are useful for 
students who have gone beyond initial literacy” (p. 48). Similarly, Wong Fillmore 
and Snow, (2000) found, “ ...contrasting phonemic patterns across languages and 
dialects can have an impact on what words children understand, how they 
pronounce words, and also how they might be inclined to spell them” (p. 14). 
However, Krashen (2002) found, “ ... providing access to interesting books and 
allowing children to select books themselves can have a profound impact on interest
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in reading and results in substantial growth in overall English language” (p. 162). 
Valencia, Au, Scheu, and Kawakami (1990) found “Ownership of literacy may be 
assessed by using an observational checklist” (p. 154). A checklist provides the 
teacher with a method of tracking ELL progress within the classroom and small 
group setting. Developing free reading and opportunities to read in their own native 
tongue and about their own culture increases ELL ability and skills achievement 
(Valencia et al., 1990). “ ... children in classes with more real reading tended to do 
better on tests of reading comprehension, read more, liked reading more, and did 
just as well as ‘skills’ students on ‘skills tests’ (reading nonsense words)” (Krashen, 
2002, p. 35). Developing increased reading opportunities helps to add to overall 
student attainment of English literacy development. Brisk and Harrington, (2000) 
stated,
Some approaches are very flexible and allow teachers to use them to 
develop one or more aspects of literacy. Such approaches include: Graphic 
Organizers, Language Experience Approach (LEA), Student-Directed 
Sharing Time and Group Discussion, Cooperative Learning Strategies, 
Cross-Age Project, and Critical Autobiographies, (p. 68)
Valencia and Au (1997) stated that a variety of activities should be used in 
developing ELL student interest in reading. “Students engage in authentic literacy 
activities, such as the reading of literature and writing for different purposes, that 
have meaning outside the classroom as well as within it” (p. 7). Also, according to 
Valencia et al. (1990), “With teachers’ help, students can use these texts to learn the
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vocabulary, grammatical structures, phraseology, and rhetorical devices that are 
associated with that register” (p. 31).
Literacy activities become part of a shared learning experience. “Literacy 
learning proceeds as a social process in which students learn from peers as well as 
from the teacher” (Valencia et al., 1997, p. 7). These shared benchmarks of 
learning help to stimulate student interest and develop a classroom environment that 
is responsive to student needs (Au et al., 1997). Brisk and Harrington (2000) 
discovered that other helpful strategies with reading instruction included
Providing direct instruction, Modeling tasks, Facilitating transitions, 
Providing practice opportunities, Providing corrective feedback, Becoming a 
partner in reading and writing processes, Organizing the classroom into 
flexible groups, Using homework as a preparation to function in class, 
Allowing extra time to complete tasks, Teaching vocabulary before reading 
and writing, and Using the computer, (p. I l l )
Freeman and Freeman (2000) have concluded that many mainstream classroom 
teachers are unsure about which strategies to use when teaching reading instruction 
to ELL students. Freeman and Freeman (2000) provide the following questions as 
part of a checklist for effective reading strategies.
1. Do students value themselves as readers, and do they value reading?
2. Do students read from a variety of genres?
3. Do students see teachers engaged in reading for pleasure as well as for 
information?
4. Do students have a wide variety of reading materials to choose from and 
time to read?
5. Do students make good choices in their reading?
6. Do students regard reading as meaning making at all times? That is, do 
they construct meaning as they read?
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7. Are students effective readers? That is, do they make a balanced use of 
all three cueing systems?
8. Are students efficient readers? That is, do they make minimal use of 
cues to construct meaning?
9. Are students provided with appropriate strategy lessons if  they 
experience difficulties in their reading?
10. Do students have opportunities to talk about what they have read, 
making connections between the reading and their own experiences?
11. Do students revise their individual understandings of texts in response to 
the comments of classmates?
12. Is there evidence that students’ writing is influenced by what they read? 
(P- 9)
Freeman and Freeman (2000) use these questions as a way to bridge the ELL 
instructional knowledge base, so that it can be used by mainstream classroom 
teachers to address the need for ELL students to learn about their native cultures. 
Freeman and Freeman (2000) also found that organizing curriculum around themes 
is beneficial in helping ELL students understand content. Freeman et al., (2000) 
justifies thematic instruction with the following six statements:
1. Students see the big picture so they can make sense of English language 
instruction
2. Content areas (math, science, social studies, literature) are interrelated
3. Vocabulary is repeated naturally as it appears in different content area 
studies
4. Through themes based on big questions, teachers can connect 
curriculum to students’ lives, making curriculum more interesting
5. Because the curriculum makes sense, English-language learners are 
more fully-engaged and experience more success
6. Since themes deal with universal human topics, all students can be 
involved, and lessons and activities can be adjusted to different levels of 
English language proficiency, (p. 11)
Not only do teachers need to provide appropriate literary resources, they need to 
establish classroom instructional methods that are comprehensive of the students
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learning processes. “As readers use strategies of sampling, predicting, inferring, 
confirming, and integrating, their focus is on making sense of the text” (Freeman & 
Freeman, 2000, p. 27). “Even more than other students, struggling readers and 
writers need to be involved in meaningful literacy activities. These are the students 
who most need to experience ownership of literacy” (Au, 1997, p. 187).
Developing a meaningful learning environment for ELL students requires a 
classroom environment that enhances student opportunities to create an exchange 
and negotiation of ideas between teacher and students. Freeman et al., found, 
“When teachers help students choose books, they need to consider two things: What 
genres do students need to be able to read to succeed, and what kinds of texts will 
support beginning and struggling readers?” (p. 40) Predictability, familiarity, 
visuals, interesting themes, and natural language are all important factors in 
choosing a text for ELL students (Freeman & Freeman, 2000). “Constructivist 
approaches appear to offer great promise for improving students’ literacy 
achievement” (Au & Carroll, 1997, p. 218). “In short, holistic instruction can be 
effective in improving literacy achievement of students of diverse cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds” (Au & Scheu, 1996, p. 476). It is this holistic instruction 
that includes developing student ownership in learning and cultivating student 
native language literacy development (Au & Scheu, 1996).
Developing a school climate that is respectful and responsive to ELL students’ 
cultures is another important aspect of a successful bilingual program. As 
Cummins (1997b) stated,
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Instruction that acknowledges and builds on pupils’ prior experience and 
addresses issues that pupils see as relevant to their lives is much more likely 
to engage pupils academically than transmission-oriented instruction that 
effectively suppresses pupils’ experience -  what Paulo Freire (1953) termed 
a “banking” education where teachers define their roles in terms of 
depositing information and skills in pupils’ memory banks, (p. 110)
It is the social nature of instruction that allows the teacher to transmit knowledge, 
skills, and ability (Cummins, 1997a). As Au (1997) found, “When skills are 
overemphasized and meaningful activities neglected, students tend to find little 
value in reading and writing. They fail to develop ownership of literacy” (p. 187). 
Freeman and Freeman (2000) stated,
Acquisition is a subconscious process. We are not always aware that we are 
acquiring vocabulary and grammar. Acquisition most often occurs in 
informal situations such as when we order a meal in a restaurant, shop for 
souvenirs, or ask directions. However, acquisition also occurs in classrooms 
in which teachers create interesting lessons that involve students in authentic 
language use. Acquisition happens when we are involved in real 
communication. We pick up language as we attempt to understand and 
produce meaningful messages -  as we use language for real purposes.
(p. 21)
Krashen (1997) further concluded, “Free reading profoundly improves our reading 
and writing ability, spelling, grammar, and vocabulary. Students who say they read 
more typically have superior literacy development” (p. 18). Freeman and Freeman 
(2000) stated,
Teachers may present strategy lessons that highlight different cue systems, 
bringing aspects of the systems to conscious attention, but the underlying 
assumption is that readers will acquire control of cue systems through 
reading, rather than learning them as a result of direct instruction, (p. 25)
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“Well-written texts with grade-level appropriate language can give students access 
to the register of English that is used in academic writing” (Wong Fillmore &
Snow, 2000, p. 30).
In order to obtain successful literacy development, the ELL teacher must also 
address the need to promote native language development in the home environment 
(Wong Fillmore, 2000). “First, teachers can help parents understand that they must 
provide children opportunities to attain a mature command of their first language in 
the home, whether or not it is supported in school” (p. 209). Developing improved 
home literacy skills lends to increased transference of ability at school. “ ... expert 
speakers not only provide access to the language at an appropriate level; they also 
provide ample clues as to what the units in the language are and how they combine 
to communicate ideas, information, and intentions” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000, 
p. 24). The development skills used to be competent with their own native 
language helps ELL students transfer experience and knowledge to decoding 
English letter and word development.
For second-language learners, it is perhaps most valuable to stage exposure 
to new vocabulary items in related groups, since many words are more 
meaningful when they are understood in connection with other words 
related to the same general topic. (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000, p. 18)
The ability to relate prior language learning experience lends itself to the 
constructivist approach. “For example, the study of phonology could begin with an 
examination of interference problems that English language learners might have
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with the English sound system” (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000, p. 32). In the same 
sense, Cho, Ahn, and Krashen (2005) argued, narrow reading affords the ELL 
student the ability to relate prior experience to texts in their second language. “It 
avoids the discomfort and confusion less advanced readers often have adjusting to 
new characters and new settings in fiction, and allows them to take advantage of 
their own knowledge in reading in areas of interest in non-fiction” (p. 58). As Au 
and Carroll (1997) found, benchmarks helped for meaningful planning of ELL 
student instruction. “In addition, because the students knew the benchmarks, they 
were better able to focus and pace their own efforts at literacy learning. The 
benchmarks helped teachers and students develop a shared vision of literacy 
learning” (p. 218). These shared benchmarks for literacy helped to create a 
constructivist or holistic instruction that supported and built upon students’ prior 
experience and knowledge (Au & Carroll, 1997).
More than just merely allowing the students to be part of a separate ESL class, 
increasing ELL student ability through skill and strategy development is a necessary 
component to ELL student success. Classroom teachers must be trained in a variety 
of techniques that teach both skills and strategies to ELL students with differing 
phonological processes (Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Krashen 2002). The idea 
that one form of reading instruction for ELL students is necessary for their success 
is a misnomer (Krashen, 2002). However, it is such fallacies that the mainstream 
classroom teacher must understand in order to provide successful instructional 
practices.
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Several studies (Au & Scheu, 1996; Au et al., 1997; Valencia et al., 1990; Cho et 
al., 2005; Cummins, 1991; Cummins, 1997a; Krashen, 1997,2002; Wong Fillmore,
2000) indicate that instructional strategies must complement the child’s native 
language through literature and instructional practices that reinforce familiar 
cultural concepts, whether it is through informal or structured reading. The children 
have to know that they are valued for who they are and the classroom teacher needs 
to reaffirm this connection through appropriate resources that model to the ELL 
students that, in fact, they do matter. Studies (Au & Scheu, 1996; Wong Fillmore, 
2000; Cho et al., 2005) also showed that classroom instruction that is more adept at 
allowing ELL students to construct new meanings that relate back to prior 
experiences allows for greater student vocabulary and a sense of ownership within 
their literacy development. By embracing native language literacy development in 
the home, teachers send an appropriate and powerful message to the parents that 
they, the parents, play a crucial role in providing teaching of the native language 
that transcends context and meaning within the school and their child’s English 
language acquisition in school.
Remedial Reading-Teachers’ Perceptions and Roles
Developing programs that are centered upon the needs of struggling or at-risk 
learners has begun to take precedence. “Federal guidelines promote models that 
necessitate much more attention to students’ classroom performance to enhance 
their ability to perform high level skills” (Quatroche, Bean, & Hamilton, 2001, p.
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283). It is the new role of reading specialist and the classroom teacher’s perception 
of the reading specialist’s changing role that will effect student literacy achievement 
(Quatroche et al., 2001). When the philosophy is that “Everyone in the school is 
part of the effort to have all students reading at grade level or better” (Denton, 
Foorman, & Mathes, 2003, p. 260), “We see more of a focus on in-class programs 
that require reading specialists to work more closely with classroom teachers” 
(Quatroche et al., 2001, p. 283). “Reading specialists can use their knowledge of 
literacy learning to inform their role as collaborative consultants” (Jaeger, 1996, p. 
624). As Tatum (2004) found, “Reading teachers should be able to sustain the 
momentum of their efforts to support teachers and students” (p. 37).
As the literature cited above indicates, the trend is for the development of 
reading specialists who are actively engaged in working alongside the classroom 
teacher to promote reading strategies. “At the core of the reading specialist’s role 
as collaborative consultant is a commitment to the process of instructional change” 
(Jaeger, 1996, p. 628). Yet Quatroche et al. (2001) discovered, “Reading specialists 
often feel unprepared to assume this responsibility, and in some cases may be 
unprepared to handle the complexity of working not only with students with 
difficulties, but also with difficult teachers” (p. 292). Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, 
and Seltzer (1994) found that working alongside and developing program resources 
requires a lot of self-growth from the classroom teacher and reading specialist. 
“Teacher reflection and long-term development is then necessary so that teachers 
can reconstruct for themselves theoretical explanations underlying their practice”
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(Pinnell et al., 1994, p. 10). Using reading specialist curriculum designs and 
strategies requires the classroom teachers to alter their views about student learning 
and teacher work relationships (Pinnell et al., 1994).
Just as the RR [Reading Recovery] children engage in social interaction 
with the teacher to construct new forms of cognitive activity, RR teachers 
engage in social interaction with their colleagues and mentors (teacher 
leaders) to construct a view of learning and teaching that supports literacy 
learning. (Lyons, Pinnell, & DeFord, 1993)
It is this change in teacher work relationships and professional development that 
poses the greatest challenge for classroom and reading specialist teachers alike. 
Hiebert, Colt, Catto, and Gury (1992) found that “ ... support networks that are run 
by district personnel, such as observation and coaching by colleagues, are being 
designed and implemented” (p. 566). Developing well-constructed reading 
interventions within the mainstream classroom setting requires staff development 
(Henwood, 1999/2000).
Decision making using a repertoire of techniques is learned through a long­
term, interactive staff development program that supports the development 
of teachers’ theoretical understandings and their use of instructional 
techniques. (Pinnell et al., 1994, p. 13)
Creating a new role for the classroom teacher and reading specialist teacher leads to 
the use and refinement of reading specialist strategies within the classroom (Pinnell 
et al., 1994).
Using a Reading Recovery (RR) design model based on Chapter 1 and Title 1 
reading curriculum and instruction design model, classroom teachers are changing
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their conceptual framework of lower ability learning styles in order to raise literacy 
achievement among lower performing students (Foorman et al., 2006). “The RR 
teacher education model provides a context for teachers to construct a theory of 
reading to guide literacy instruction. This inquiry-oriented model is based on a 
Vygotskian interpretation of learning and instruction” (Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, 
Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994, p. 12). “The impact of using reading specialist strategies 
and techniques in the regular classroom setting is seen as having a positive effect 
within the field of literacy development” (Pinnell et al., 1994). Roehrig, Pressley, 
and Sloup (2001) found that using Reading Recovery strategies showed a marked 
improvement in teacher effectiveness and student achievement.
In short, we observed much that was consistent with the conclusion that the 
teachers transferred reading strategies emphasized in RR to their regular 
classroom teaching. That these were embedded in many other classroom 
practices consistent with RR training was a formative experience for these 
teachers, one that resulted in very different teaching than they would have 
been doing in the absence of such training, (p. 346)
Reading Recovery or reading specialist strategies are seen as the best way to 
improve student achievement because they involved an active exchange with the 
teacher to help the student mediate meaning and understanding through the use of 
skill and strategy development (Roehrig et al., 2001). As Pinnell et al., (1994) 
stated,
RR is designed to provide the social interaction that supports that child’s 
ability to work at a level at which he or she might be “half right,” not having 
full control, but able, with the support of the adult, to problem solve and 
perform, (p. 11)
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Changing teacher perceptions about effective instruction for struggling and at- 
risk students developed as teachers began to see results within the classroom setting 
(Pinnell et al., 1994). Appropriately constructed reading interventions help to 
develop a joy of reading among readers (Vogt & Nagano, 2003). “Teachers in the 
most effective schools cited instruction within small, flexible, needs-based reading 
groups as a key factor contributing to their success” (Pullen, Lane, Lloyd, Nowak,
& Ryals, 2005, p. 65).
Teacher perceptions and roles within the realm of remedial reading take the form 
of redefining the school culture’s perception of the reading instructional specialist’s 
role. Several studies (Denton et al., 2003; Foorman et al., 2006; Henwood, 1999; 
Hiebert et al., 1992; Jaeger, 1996; Kelly, Klein, & Pinnell, 1996; Pinell et al., 1994; 
Pullen et al., 2005; Quatroche et al., 2001; Roehrig et al., 2001; Bean, Knaub, & 
Swan, 2000; Tatum, 2004; Vogt & Nagano, 2003) demonstrate the need to make 
the reading specialist more than that lone individual who provides a self-contained 
learning experience. The role of the reading specialist needs to transform into that 
of a collaborative coach who can provide the classroom teacher with the skills, 
strategies, and techniques needed to meet the needs of even the most struggling 
readers within the classroom context. The idea is that remedial reading practices 
can transcend core subject area textbook reading. The logical extension of this new 
role would help to transform the mainstream classroom teacher’s pedagogical 
practices and whole group instructional techniques that do not always fit or suit the 
needs of all of their students, including low ability literacy students, whether they
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be native-born or not. Meeting the needs of all of their students requires adapting 
practices and forming relationships. Staff development needs to encourage the 
mindset that each adult feels responsible for the success of all children (Meier, 
2002).
Remedial Reading -  Refinement of the Pedagogical Practices
Best practices in the reading specialist knowledge base center on child-centered 
strategies. Refining teaching methodology requires the teacher to understand new 
techniques and strategies that improve student ability and skill development. Tatum 
(2004) found several important pedagogical practices to inform instruction for 
lower achieving students, particularly African-American students.
(a) engage their students with authentic text and in authentic discussions 
where the students could analyze their realities in the context of the 
curriculum; (b) use meaningful literacy activities that address students’ 
cognitive and affective domains, taking into account students’ cultural 
characteristics; (c) acknowledge that skill development, increasing test 
scores, and nurturing students’ cultural identity are fundamentally 
compatible; (d) make African American students’ culture a reference for 
learning; and (e) resist curriculum orientations that stifle or postpone 
academic growth. (Tatum, 2004, p. 33)
Using child-centered strategies helps in making students more responsive to 
curriculum (Allington, 2002). “Exemplary teaching is not regurgitation of a 
common script but it is responsive to children’s needs” (Allington, 2002, p. 747).
Dole, Brown, and Trathen (1996) discovered that students responded well to 
strategy instructions meant to give students the opportunity to read texts for
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different settings. “We demonstrated the value of strategy instruction when the goal 
was to understand particular texts and especially when the goal was to understand 
independently read texts” (Dole et al., 1996, p. 82). The idea of allowing students 
to take an active part of their learning helped to facilitate it (Allington, 2002). 
“Teachers and students discussed ideas, concepts, hypotheses, strategies, and 
responses with one another” (Allington, 2002, p. 744). By allowing students to be 
part of the curriculum selection process the teacher is able to create greater student 
buy-in (Kelly et al., 1996). “Lessons provide a routine framework; but the content 
varies based on the individually selected books each child reads and on the child’s 
construction of his/her own stories” (p. 1). Weir (1998) reverts back to the idea that 
child-centered dialogues help to increase student skill and strategy sets needed for 
successful literacy obtainment. “Embedded questions combined with lots of 
classroom talk are an effective way to help students acquire and internalize 
metacognitive strategies for reading comprehension” (Weir, 1998, p. 463). Kelly et 
al. (1996) also demonstrated that child-centered constructivist approaches allow the 
child to take a greater responsibility for their learning as they encode new strategies 
and processes designed to make reading more fluent. “The adult determines the 
requisite shifts over time in both interaction and responsibility as readers show by 
their behaviors that they are becoming more independent and taking over the 
process” (Kelly et al., 1996, p. 3). Allington (2002) confirmed what both Kelly 
(1996) and Weir (1998) had concluded about the success of child-centered 
constructivist classrooms. “Their students did more guided reading, more
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independent reading, more social studies, and science reading than students in less 
effective classrooms” (Allington, 2002, p. 742).
Jaeger (1996) found that when professionals became child-centered through 
collaborative efforts there was a marked improvement in student success. “Such a 
process of change can best succeed when classroom teachers work in close consort 
with another professional, such as a reading specialist” (Jaeger, 1996, p. 628). 
Developing a classroom curriculum that induces the classroom reading teacher to 
work alongside the reading specialist helps to improve overall reading instruction 
through the modeling and teaching of successful remedial reading strategies 
(Jaeger, 1996).
Using a variety of pedagogical practices is a necessity to effective literacy 
instruction (Allington, 2002; Chard, 2004; Denton et al., 2003; Dole et al., 1996; 
Kelly et al., 1996; Tatum, 2004; Weir, 1998). As Chard (2004) points out, the 
ownership of learning doesn’t necessarily have to be through one strategy or 
technique of teaching. “ ... the design of instruction should be dictated by the nature 
of the content being taught” (Chard, 2004, p. 183). What is even more insightful is 
how these remedial reading practices can easily be translated into the mainstream 
classroom environment. Whether it is skill or strategy instruction, authentic cultural 
texts, or a constructivist approach to developing meaning and understanding, the 
remedial reading teacher has a variety of techniques to provide the struggling reader 
with successful interventions. It is the success of these interventions that classroom 
teachers must understand and see as a benefit for use within the classroom
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instruction. Whether it be dividing students into literacy circles or providing whole 
class instruction, the development and use of increased reading time and dialogue 
with and between students helps to create a culture where learning is responsive to 
students’ needs (Allington, 2002). In other words, a curriculum that is more child- 
centered (Kelly et al., 1996) tends to be more centered on the child’s needs, which 
results in the child becoming more responsible for her own learning.
Remedial Reading -  Student Ability and Skill/Strategy Development
Creating improved student ability and skill development through remedial 
reading practices goes further than a continuation of enhancing teacher pedagogical 
practices. “There was support for the position that effective literacy instruction is a 
complex interaction of components” (Pressley, et al., 2001, p .47). As Denton, 
Foorman, and Mathes (2003) explained,
The success of schools that are implementing differing types of reading 
instruction points to the importance of looking beyond instructional 
methodology to other factors that influence the effectiveness of reading 
programs for high-risk students, (p. 258)
Instructing students in the use of specific strategies appears to be overriding the 
need to focus on altering any pedagogical style or practice. Skill and ability 
improvement occurs through creating strategy development within struggling 
readers (Denton et al., 2003). Not only is it imperative to work toward strategy 
development within struggling readers, but according to Foorman et al. (2006),
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... we are cautiously optimistic about offering a scientific strategy of 
modeling and moderating effects of teaching practices on student 
characteristics and outcomes that goes beyond global descriptions of “best 
practices” to identify differential patterns of activities for students with 
varying reading proficiency, (p. 24)
Pressley et al. (2001) found, “ ... explicit teaching occurred through teacher 
modeling, but more important, re-teaching was very salient in the most-effective- 
for-locale classrooms, with the teacher consistently monitoring students as they read 
and wrote” (p. 46). Pressley et al. (2001) explained that instruction based on 
developing student problem-solving strategies develops the necessary skill sets for 
students to facilitate their own learning. Allington (2002) found, “The exemplary 
teachers in our study routinely gave direct, explicit demonstrations of the cognitive 
strategies that good readers use when they read” (p. 743). Incorporating skill 
instruction with a greater emphasis on reading and writing throughout the day 
allows teachers time to re-teach and monitor students’ abilities to practice and 
maintain newly learned strategies (Allington, 2002). According to Foorman et al. 
(2006),
Additional professional development focused on differentiating instruction 
based on skill differences among students might be necessary to lessen the 
impact of initial reading ability on achievement and, potentially, to change 
the rank order of students in the classroom. ... in spite of the relative 
inability of teachers to alter the rank order o f students in their classrooms, 
these classrooms, on average, attained national averages in reading. For 
high poverty schools targeted for their low performance, this is a notable 
result and a sign that intensive professional development can work.
(pp. 23-24)
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Developing specific skills sets relies on the classroom teacher understanding the 
basic principles of Reading Recovery and reading specialist strategies (Foorman et 
al., 2006).
As indicated by the aforementioned studies, struggling readers require an 
additional amount of literacy instruction as compared to grade level peers.
Allington (2002) noted that exceptional teachers “ ... routinely had children actually 
reading and writing for as much as half of the school day -  around a 50/50 ratio of 
reading and writing to stuff’ (p. 742). The need to focus attention towards the 
student’s interests advocates for a more child-centered and problem-centered 
curriclum design (Tatum, 2004). “Children who are struggling tend to read more 
than other children in these schools, in fact, they may have as much as 3 hours of 
reading instruction per day” (Denton, Foorman, & Mathes, 2003, p. 261). As 
Pinnell et al. (1994) found, “While a student reads continuous text, the teacher 
interacts with him or her in ways that foster active, problem-solving behavior” (p. 
17). Torgesen et al. (2001) found that for remedial readers to catch up to their non­
disabled peers they would have to have more reading instruction throughout their 
day.
Remedial Reading -  Phonological Skill Development
Tied into the idea of additional instructional time for struggling readers is the 
practice that phonological skill development is a large and necessary component of 
at-risk student reading programs. Pressley et al. (2001) found that in
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... the most-effective-for-locale classrooms, there was teaching of word 
letter-sound analysis (e.g., students encouraged to “stretch” words into their 
component sounds), but the intensity of this instruction was nothing like 
what is advocated by many phonics-first advocates, and much of this 
instruction was offered in the context of an ongoing reading or writing 
activity, (p. 47)
Before the development of phonological skill development, students begin with 
early phonemic awareness development.
Most sequencing of phonemic awareness instruction begins with rhyming 
words and then moves to helping children learn how to divide (or segment) 
sentences into words, words into syllables, words into onset and rime, and 
finally, one-syllable words into phonemes. (Chard & Osborn, 1999, p. 110)
Phonemic awareness skill building can also be delivered through a variety of 
instructional strategies (Chard & Osborn, 1999). However, Torgesen et al. (2001) 
argued that it was the skill instruction that takes precedence and “ ... there is more 
than one way to build phonemic awareness and word level skills in these children” 
(p. 53). The most important factor that related to the study was the amount of 
teacher-student verbal flow during instruction (Torgesen et al., 2001). “The 
richness of this language interchange during this kind of instruction had a powerful, 
and unanticipated, effect on the children’s ability to think about and respond to 
questions in the more general receptive and expressive language domains” (p. 54). 
“Through teacher-child conversation, experts use oral language to help novices take 
on more complex tasks” (Kelly, Klein, & Pinnell, 1996, p. 1). Although 
instructional practices do not take precedence as opposed to teaching the skill itself,
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there is a strong correlation between student-teacher interaction (Torgesen et al.,
2001).
Phonological skill instruction can take on many forms and is best suited when it 
is used throughout various subject matters and tailored to the needs of the individual 
student (Lane, Pullen, Eisele, & Jordan, 2002). Lane et al. found that with 
phonemic skill development it is important for the teacher to provide a variety of 
methodologies that focus on student and teacher conversation. According to Lane 
et al. (2002), “Instruction in phonological skills can be conducted as formal, 
structured lessons, as an integrated part of ongoing reading instruction, or as fun 
activities throughout the school day. Instruction may be individualized, small- 
group, or whole class” (p. 104). The instructional benefit of providing students 
with multiple strategies allows the teacher to help students practice particular skill 
development (Lane et al, 2002). Rashotte, MacPhee, and Torgesen (2001) noted 
that, “ ... a phonologically based reading instruction program delivered in small 
groups (3-5) can significantly impact the phonetic and word-level reading skills as 
well as the reading comprehension skills of deficient readers in first through sixth 
grade” (p. 130). Studies (Chard & Osborn, 1999; Denton et al., 2003; Lane et al., 
2002; Pullen et al., 2005; Rashotte et al., 2002; Torgesen et al., 2001) found that 
phonological skill development is a key concept, but is most effective when related 
to student ability and skill development taught through a variety of strategies and 
methodologies. However, Torgesen et al. (2001) and Lane et al. (2002) are keen to
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point out that there needs to be a favorable verbal exchange in the student favor that 
allows them to have greater understanding and control over their learning.
However, Vogt and Nagano (2003) discovered that strategy attainment only 
occurs with ongoing support toward the individual child. Dole, Brown, and Trathen 
(1996) found that the student’s own self-efficacy for learning occurred as the 
student began to learn and use strategies for her own success. However, strategy 
instruction depends on targeting particular student literacy skill sets. According to 
Pullen, Lane, Lloyd, Nowak, and Ryals (2005), “Children who can read 
pseudowords accurately and rapidly have little difficulty decoding running text 
composed of familiar, regularly pronounced words, and pseudoword decoding is 
highly correlated with reading comprehension” (p. 73). However, pseudowords are 
very confusing and non-meaningful for ELLs (Personal Communication, Dr. Chris 
Carger, August 11, 2006). The students’ improved ability to acquire new skills 
correlated to what authors Chard and Osborn (1999) stated, “As they read books 
and other print materials, children learn to combine their knowledge of print and 
sounds with their knowledge of language to read with meaning and enjoyment” (p. 
107). As Denton, Foorman, and Mathes (2003) stated, “Whether the focus is 
prevention or intervention, these elements are the same: phonemic awareness and 
phonemic decoding skills, fluency in word recognition and text processing, 
construction of meaning, vocabulary, spelling, and writing” (p. 258). The students’ 
ability is an important factor in how skill development will be taught. Lane, Pullen, 
Eisele, and Jordan (2002) found,
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For students who have significant weaknesses in phonological awareness, 
10-20 minutes of individual or small-group instruction each day may be 
necessary to promote adequate growth. Of course student needs should 
dictate the form and amount of instruction provided, (p. 104)
Not only does small group skill instruction help to increase phonological awareness, 
but according to Torgesen et al. (2001) “Another notable effect of the intervention 
was the growth they produced in receptive and expressive language skills” (p. 54). 
Torgesen et al. (2001) also stated,
The fact that the outcomes were so similar for the two methods suggests that 
within the explicit “structured language” approaches that follow sound 
instructional principles, there may be considerable latitude for arranging 
components of instruction according to teacher and student preferences. 
(Torgesen et al., p. 56)
The main factor in promoting literacy development in remedial readers is not 
necessarily the method of instruction; but that a skill is being transmitted through 
student and teacher interactions (Torgesen et al., 2001). Developing school 
environments that promote teacher and student conversations and monitoring of 
skill usage helps to bring about literacy achievement for struggling readers 
(Torgesen et al., 2001).
Through the lens of the remedial reading teacher, increasing student 
achievement through skill and strategy development requires improved staff 
training on the incorporation of using remedial reading techniques within the 
mainstream classroom instruction (Allington, 2002; Chard & Osborn, 1999; Denton 
et al., 2003; Foorman et al., 2006; 2003; Jaeger, 1996; Lane et al., 2002; Pressley et
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al., 2001; Rashotte et al., 2001; Torgesen et al., 2001; Vogt & Nagano, 2003). The 
re-teaching of these skills and strategies, through the mainstream classroom teacher, 
allows increased time for struggling readers to use and find success with developing 
these new skills and strategies. Phonological skill development within the 
struggling reader is taking on a greater emphasis within children’s literacy 
development. It is these same skill strategies that need to be transferred over to 
struggling readers, whether they are of low ability or learning a second language. 
Intertwining pedagogical practices with skill and strategy development is important 
towards creating a successful learning environment. The remedial reading teacher’s 
ability to transfer the teaching of skills and strategies to the mainstream classroom 
teacher is an important step in developing increased literacy achievement among 
struggling readers.
Conclusions -  A Basis of Collaboration Between Bilingual and Remedial Reading
It appears that bilingual and remedial reading fields of study overlap in their 
curriculum and instructional ideologies and practices. Both fields adopt a 
constructivist approach that builds on the child’s experiences to provide relevant 
reading materials. Both focus on strategy and skill development within the context 
of authentic reading tasks. It would also appear that not only is it important to 
foster collegial relationships among reading specialists and mainstream and ELL 
classroom teachers, but it is also necessary to change the format of the classroom 
environment to engage all levels of readers. By providing a variety of activities
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through skill and strategy development, a new child-centered curriculum 
environment can be merged between the two fields of study. In order to create 
greater student self-efficacy, it would appear that the constructivist design appears 
in both fields and that it is not only applicable to the teacher-student relationships, 
but also to teacher-teacher staff development relationships. Many of the practices 
to improve the ability and skill levels of remedial readers can be employed with 
ELL students. Child-centered, constructivist designs meant to grasp at ELL 
children’s background knowledge and experiences for greater student self-efficacy 
and achievement would be a practical approach for remedial reading students as 
well. By slightly raising the bar, many studies show that students can perform 
above expectations. The use of greater dialogue and student and teacher-negotiated 
lessons using a variety of skills and strategies can help to supplant old tired 
pedagogy that has not shown much success. The interactions between students and 
teachers created in the ELL and remedial reading studies point to a common trait -  
a shared learning experience. Students are not passive in these studies and the 
teachers are not the imparters of knowledge and wisdom.
An apparent area of collaboration involves changing mainstream classroom 
teachers’ perceptions about reading. This would involve professional development 
and coaching on the part of ELL and reading specialist teachers to become the 
school advocates who promote increased literacy opportunities; we want to get rid 
of the “their” kids idea, right? Literacy achievement means providing ELL and 
remedial reading students the classroom environment, skills, strategies, and
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teaching practices that are afforded to their mainstreamed higher achieving peers.
In particular, genuine efforts at understanding students’ prior experiences and the 
importance of acknowledging their families’ role in literacy growth are crucial areas 
of overlap that would benefit the remedial reader and the ELL student (Gonzalez, 
Moll, & Amanti, 2005).
Equity for all students, then, must become the primary focus of collaboration. 
Providing ELL, or all, students with increased opportunities to find success relies 
on specialists to make sure that the classroom teachers are providing appropriate 
skill teaching that relates to students’ needs. It is not the skills and strategies being 
taught themselves, but the fact that ELL students can learn through a negotiated 
experience with the teacher. The actual involvement and active conversation the 
teacher nurtures in the classroom with students to draw on diverse backgrounds and 
experiences helps with greater student self-efficacy, which leads to improved 
literacy success. The classroom teacher cannot look at these kids as something that 
the specialists “fix.” Rather, they have unique learning needs that are being 
overlooked by teachers who do not know about their backgrounds and strengths.
The literature indicates that ELL and remedial reading student achievement rests on 
appropriate activities that many of these students should have in the regular 
classroom environment.
However, there is a glaring gap in the literature about how ELL students receive 
extra support from reading specialists. Although the literature explains that the 
mainstream classroom teacher should provide more literature and have more
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knowledge about second language development, it does not address how ELL 
students would benefit from increased support from reading specialist teachers. It is 
this gap that is most pertinent to this study.
The next section will address the idea that collaboration can occur among two 
programs with similar curricular resources and materials and similar instructional 
strategies and techniques. According to Joseph et al. (2000), cultures of curriculum 
work to define an educational environment and are crafted on the basis that teachers 
use curriculum and instructional practices to shape these cultures. In understanding 
how these cultures relate to what Meier (2002) valued as the immeasurable power 
teachers can wield within the lives of their students, the next section will continue 
to establish the collaborative classroom cultures that can be found embedded within 
the curriculum and instruction between ELL and Title I literacy programs.
Perspectives of Collaboration
The need to develop an improved ELL student transition program rests on the 
need to design curriculum and instruction around a collaborative model. A 
collaborative model should not only involve both the ELL and reading specialist 
teachers, but also be translated into curriculum and instructional methods used 
within the regular classroom (Kang, 1994; Wong Fillmore, 2000). Due to comfort 
level that is not perceived or present within the larger classroom setting, ET ,T. 
students require safer, more nurturing environments than those of their native 
English-speaking counterparts (Au & Scheu, 1996). Collaboration is the keystone
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for developing a collegial atmosphere in which ELL and reading specialist teachers 
can discuss and coordinate the educational experience of their students. Developing 
collaboration between Title I and reading specialist teachers relies on synthesizing 
the works of many scholars who have analyzed the benefits of collaboration among 
teachers and the use of collaborative curriculum and instructional methodologies 
within the classroom environment. This framework rests on the sole idea that 
student success is commensurate with teacher collaboration, and that growth 
between adults will translate into greater collaboration and success with children 
(Meier, 2000). Developing a learning community where teachers collaborate in the 
best interest of the students becomes an essential factor in a positive student 
learning experiences and achievement (Meier, 2002).
Based on the synthesis of multiple studies, collaboration occurs when using and 
practicing common curriculum and instruction is a common outgrowth of staff 
development. Scholarship (Bean, Knaub, & Swan, 2000; Christian & Bloome, 
2000; Denton, Foorman, & Mathes, 2003; Jaeger, 1996; Kang, 1994; Quatroche, 
Bean, & Hamilton, 2001; Tatum, 2004) supports the idea that successful literacy 
program development is pursuant of the need to transform the roles of reading 
specialists within a curriculum culture that promotes a collaborative, child-centered 
instructional approach. Designing an effective literacy program for ELL students is 
imperative in order to meet the child’s needs and promote his or her success.
There is a larger ancillary benefit to creating a culture of collaboration, which 
would be developing a learning community, as noted by Meier (2002), where all
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teachers are there for the sake and interests of all of the students. Creating a 
curriculum culture climate where staff members share a common vision is essential 
in developing effective curriculum program materials and instructional strategies 
and techniques. Allowing ELL and reading specialists to share curriculum 
materials and instructional strategies will only help to further and refine literacy 
program supports for ELL students who are served by a TPI.
Developing ELL student programs that provide for equity in services and respect 
of individual students’ cultures depend on creating a collaborative culture among 
ELL, reading specialist, and general education teachers. Creating classroom 
environments that respect and nourish the student’s cultural background will only 
help to serve greater achievement among ELL students (Au & Scheu, 1996; 
Cummins, 1991; Kang, 1994; Krashen, 1998; Wong Fillmore, 1990). The two 
particular curriculum cultures of Developing Self and Spirit and Constructing 
Understanding, described by Joseph et al. (2000), seem especially appropriate if 
ELL students are to be able to equitably develop and realize their full potential 
within our society. Efforts must be made to guarantee that schools develop these 
cultures.
The curriculum culture of Developing Self and Spirit is predicated on the belief, 
as stated by Joseph et al. (2000), “To learn according to self-directed interests in 
order to nurture individual potential, creativity, and knowledge of the emotional and 
spiritual self’ (p. 13). Teachers of ELL students need to be conscious of native 
language literacy development, as second language development is dependent upon
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it (Cummins, 1991). The curriculum culture of Developing Self and Spirit 
addresses the needs of self-development and construction of knowledge that 
directly relate to the ELL student’s educational experience and achievement. 
Understanding how an ELL student learns and what barriers they face are essential 
for the ELL, reading specialist, and general education teacher to know in order to 
instruct them with appropriate student-specific literacy activities (Krashen, 1998).
Joseph et al. (2000) defined the goal of the curriculum culture of Constructing 
Understanding as, “To develop fluid, active, autonomous thinkers who know that 
they themselves can construct knowledge through their study of the environment 
and collaborative learning with others” (p. 13). The need to develop a curriculum 
culture that does not seek to assimilate but rather to emancipate ELL students is 
paramount in their literacy development. Creating the curriculum culture of 
Constructing Understanding is seminal in helping ELL students learn skills and 
enhance their literacy learning ability. Research indicates that ELL students 
perform well within group instruction that involves teachers and students 
negotiating meaning from contexts and learned experiences (Au & Valencia, 1997; 
Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000).
When looking at the purposes of ELL programs through the perspectives of the 
two cultures of curriculum of Developing Self and Spirit and Constructing 
Understanding, it is important to examine each curriculum culture’s beliefs and 
practices as they pertain to learners and teachers, content and context, and planning 
and evaluation. Understanding how each aspect of the two cultures of curriculum
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relate to ELL program purposes may help to clarify the need to develop greater 
collaboration among ELL, reading specialist, and general education teachers. The 
end result of their collaborative efforts will be to positively impact the learning 
achievement and self-concept of ELL students.
Developing Self and Spirit
Understanding how self and spirit pertains to bilingual/ESL program purposes 
can be understood by looking at common beliefs and practices about learners and 
teachers. Joseph et al. (2000) describe the needs of learners from this perspective: 
“They need, like any sentient being, to find meaning in what they do through 
purposeful activity and reflection, to feel valued and valuable, and to be provided 
access to the skills and knowledge with which to fulfill their goals” (p. 83).
Finding meaning in learning and making authentic connections to the curriculum 
is what Deborah Meier (2002) reflected as the purpose of a learning community. 
Meier (2002) stated, “Schools that work offer a range of ways for learners to find 
their way around any new domain of knowledge, and more than one way to become 
good at science or history” (p. 21). According to Meier (2002), development of a 
professional learning community “ ... requires a community of presumed equals- 
equals not in knowledge or expertise but in that deeper sense that anyone of us 
could find ourselves in the shoes of another, that we are members of a common 
community” (Meier, 2002, p. 19). Within the curriculum culture of Developing 
Self and Spirit, the student is empowered through the teacher’s expert facilitation
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skills that allow the student participation in the formation of the curriculum (Joseph 
et al., 2000). When describing how teachers view this culture of curriculum, Joseph 
et al. (2000) stated,
Children are described as learning ‘through experience,’ ‘by engagement,’ 
‘when material is meaningful,’ ‘when they are empowered,’ ‘by doing and 
experiencing, and everything is an experience,’ ‘actively,’ ‘through all of 
their senses,’ and ‘when they love what they’re doing; not every minute of 
the time, but when they basically love to learn.’ (p. 83)
Thus, the classroom becomes a nurturing environment that is mediated through 
student activity and a belief that the learner’s own interests help to guide 
instruction.
However, it is not only the learner’s own interests that the teacher must 
facilitate, but also the child’s cultural identity. As Giroux (1992a) stated, 
“Education as a pedagogical practice embraces all social and cultural spheres 
engaged in the production of texts, images, knowledge, values, and identities” (p.
8). As they approach new curriculum, the students’ roles are to actively share their 
background knowledge and experiences with one another (Joseph et al., 2000). “In 
Montessori’s work, individuality is only one of a chain of signifiers characteristic of 
child-centered discourse that also included liberty, freedom and development” 
(Brehony, 2000, p. 117). This view of associating freedom and development 
acknowledges the importance of understanding the cultural, historical, and social 
backgrounds that students bring into the educational environment (Joseph et al., 
2002). Joseph et al. (2002) believe that the application of a child-centered
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
74
constructivist classroom is to promote individual student identity. Not only is it 
relevant to instruct teachers in the same manner we would like to see students 
instructed, but it is the importance to which the teacher helps to mediate student 
learning that adds to students’ cultural knowledge and perspectives (Pavel, Banks,
& Pavel, 2002).
Being at the center of the learning process allows the student to create and 
construct knowledge based on shared experiences. As Meier (2002) stated, “We 
have to trust students’ drive to learn, because it is the greater part of what we have 
going for us” (p. 19). However, cultural knowledge and prior experiences when 
combined with those of other students might lead to an incorrect conclusion or error 
in logic. “When viewed through a constructivist lens, schooling becomes a matter 
of facilitating the construction of understanding and of assessing the depth and 
quality of these understandings” (Theobald & Mills 1995, p. 464). It is the role of 
the teacher to guide, steer, and question students on any misconceived ideas 
(Joseph, 2000). The curriculum culture of Developing Self and Spirit requires the 
teacher to make the learners’ experiences engaging (Joseph et al., 2000). As Au 
and Scheu (1996) found, “These positive effects will only be seen when teachers 
are well supported in reaching the high levels of expertise needed to conduct 
excellent writers’ and readers’ workshops” (p. 476). Within the child-centered 
constructivist classroom, teacher expertise is important to student achievement 
(Joseph et al., 2000).
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Creating engaging learning experiences derives from the knowledge and skill 
level of the teacher, as Paulo Freire stated, in an interview,
Teachers maintain a certain level of authority through depth and breadth of 
knowledge of the subject matter that they teach. The teacher who claims to 
be a facilitator and not a teacher is renouncing, for reasons unbeknownst to 
us, the task of teaching and, hence, the task of dialogue. (Macedo, 1995, p. 
377)
Developing a self and spirit relies upon the teacher’s ability to present content that 
induces students to engage in the learning (Joseph et al., 2000). “The culture, in 
practice, provides a broad array of content that is presented and processed in ways 
that encourage maximum student participation and creativity” (Joseph et al., 2000, 
p. 84). Content is then used as vehicle to draw students into areas of self-interest 
and awareness (Joseph et al., 2000). According to Joseph et al. (2000), “The 
content offered falls into one of four specific categories: academic, athletics, arts 
and aesthetics, and service. Psychological, emotional, spiritual, and social growth 
are presumed to be a part of each content category” (p. 85). Theobald and Mills
(1995) associated this child-centered constructivism with the twentieth-century 
progressive education movement under Dewey,
Communities are well served by connecting accountability to those things 
that constitute an education and that go toward making an educated person. 
Creating such a connection requires deliberation, and this, in turn, returns 
the common unity that youth represent back to the life of a community. Of 
necessity, such connections also reinsert a facility for discussing matters of 
ethics, compassion, justice, and democracy, (p. 466)
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The curriculum culture of Self and Spirit reiterates this position of content and 
context on what Jospeh et al. (2000) described as, “The goal for curriculum content 
provided in a holistic environment is to develop mind, heart, the body, and spirit”
(p. 86). Through developing new thoughts and ideas, the students begin to take 
more ownership of learning and begin to think of things in new ways (Joseph et al., 
2000). Making students feel safe and valued is what Meier (2002) said when she 
stated, “Kids need to hear adults say--and m ean-“what an interesting way to think 
about this” rather than “you couldn’t have been listening if you think that” (p. 19). 
Creating a democratic value-laden philosophy serves to remind one of Dewey’s 
purposeful view of education (Theobald & Mills, 1995).
In order to create this democratic exchange of ideas and purpose to learning, the 
content is created by the interaction and involvement in the learning environment 
(Giroux, 1994). Giroux (1994) related the child-centered curriculum as, “Critical 
education in the service of creating a public sphere of citizens who are able to 
exercise power over their own lives and especially over the conditions of 
knowledge acquisition” (p. 43). The intent is for schooling to mimic the democratic 
processes of the larger society. “Cooperation is the norm, there is a balance of 
individual and group work, and interaction is based on dialogue and discussion, 
listening and sharing” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 86). As Freire stated about dialogue,
I engage in dialogue not necessarily because I like the other person. I 
engage in dialogue because I recognize the social and not merely the 
individualistic character of the process of knowing. In this sense, dialogue 
presents itself as an indispensable component of the process of both learning 
and knowing. (Macedo, 1995, p. 378)
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This curriculum culture rests on the ability of teachers to create classroom 
environments that make curriculum not only interesting, but exciting to the extent 
that students will “jump in” and activate prior knowledge in the midst of new 
learning experiences (Joseph et al., 2000). However, developing student 
understanding of content is not to be superceded by the need to develop engaging 
activities (Joseph et al., 2000). A constructivist classroom environment allows the 
student and teacher to explore the curriculum together (Joseph et al., 2000). “The 
content of the curriculum needs to affirm and critically enrich the meaning, 
language, and knowledge that different students actually use to negotiate and 
inform their lives” (Giroux, 1992a, p. 9). The extent to which students are engaged 
by the curriculum will relate back to the child-centered learning environment that 
the teacher supports through dialogue and student-directed learning experiences 
(Joseph et al., 2000).
The need to engage students in discussion and authentic or original learning 
experiences requires a good amount of planning and form of assessment that 
reflects the curriculum culture’s practices (Joseph et al., 2000). “They [teachers] 
are also informed by the desires and needs of students, especially in terms of topics 
emphasized, depth and breadth of treatment, and the tangents and sequences of 
study” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 87). Developing a child-centered curriculum takes an 
in-depth knowledge of curriculum fields that allows for appropriate planning to 
individual student needs and skill levels. “Specific programs of study, course work, 
developmental sequence and scope (in part) are a combined effort of professional
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educators (teachers and administrators), and subject-matter specialists” (Joseph et 
al., 2000, p. 87). The curriculum should not be viewed as weak or not academically 
challenging (Joseph et al., 2000). The idea of an evolving curriculum allows the 
teacher and student to not only formulate a collaborative learning experience, but 
allows the teacher to take on a greater role in the child’s development (Joseph et al., 
2000).
Evaluation for self and spirit requires that authentic measures be used (Joseph et 
al., 2002). Since children are seen as discovering and creating new knowledge 
under the auspices of shared experiences and teacher guidance, Jospeh et al. (2000) 
argued, “Standardized measurements designed to assess externally prescribed 
curriculum and outcomes, however, are notably inappropriate when dealing with 
schooling that takes the student as its central focus” (p. 87). The same can be said 
when looking at how ELL students are assessed or judged (Au & Scheu, 1996). 
Considering that child-centered curriculum delivery and learning differs from 
standardized testing and curriculum-centered learning, using the same form of 
assessment would not be an accurate or fair measurement of the child’s 
achievement (Au & Scheu, 1996). In designing their own child-centered evaluation 
system Au & Scheu (1996) discovered, “The system allowed students to become 
aware of the expectations for their grade level, to set their own goals, and to 
monitor their own progress” (p. 473). It is within this same context that Au and 
Scheu (1996) reiterated when they argued,
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We did not think standardized tests an appropriate form of measurement 
because these tests do not address three of the aspects of literacy 
(ownership, writing process, and voluntary reading) and treat the other 
aspects (reading comprehension, word reading strategies, and language and 
vocabulary) from a skills rather than a holistic orientation, (p. 473)
As standardizing testing has become a part of the American educational landscape, 
Giroux (1994) stated,
In short, part of the crisis of teaching is the result of a vision of schooling 
that subordinates issues of equity, community, and social justice to 
pragmatic considerations that enshrine the marketplace and accountability 
schemes that standardize the social relations of schooling, (p. 38)
Educational practices have moved from being child-centered to curriculum-centered 
(Giroux, 1994).
The question then remains, how can child-centered curriculums reflect current 
trends of assessment? To a great extent, many child-centered constructivist 
classrooms use portfolios or student demonstrations of knowledge attainment 
(Joseph et al., 2000). “Forms of assessment sensitive to complex kinds of literacy 
must be in place because standardized tests are not sensitive to changes in students’ 
performance in authentic tasks involving real reading and writing” (Au & Scheu, 
1996, p. 476). Usually, this holistic assessment is produced through a discourse of 
several parties overseeing the child’s growth (Joseph et al., 2000). Negotiated 
assessment, as with the learning of content, provides classrooms a glimpse of 
democratic ideals and individual promise.
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The idea that the teacher can promote an atmosphere that is centered upon the 
strengths and weaknesses, as they relate to the child’s own interests, serves to help 
students of diverse cultural backgrounds. Program planning and evaluation allows 
the teacher to plan according to the needs of the child. As such, the needs of ELL 
students would be self-evident to the teacher, due to the fact that any meaningful 
learning situations would be formulated on materials, resources, and teaching 
instruction as it relates to best practices for ELL students. The teacher thus 
becomes the facilitator for the child, as she works with colleagues to meet the 
resource and instructional needs of the ELL students.
The next section will explain how the curriculum culture of Constructing 
Understanding continues to develop the concept of collaborative curriculum design 
for ELL students. The main emphasis will continue to focus on the idea that a 
child-centered curriculum is most appropriate when it comes to the curricular and 
instructional design necessary to meet the needs of ELL students.
Constructing Understanding
The curriculum culture of constructing understanding is based on the precept 
that the classroom environment is shaped through social interaction and the 
meaning that evolves from that interpretation (Joseph et al., 2000). According to 
Joseph et al. (2000), “One of this curricular culture’s central tenets is that learners 
are continually involved in reorganizing their world, actively imposing order and
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meaning on their experiences and ‘creating’ the world in which they live” (p. 104). 
The idea of constructing new knowledge is not new, as explained by Bruner (1985),
The tenet of Piaget’s constructivism is that the world is not found, but made, 
and made according to a set of structural rules that are imposed on the flow 
of experience. By structuring rules it is intended to emphasize that 
knowledge is not local but derived from a structure of the whole-that local 
operations reflect universal operations of the system as a whole, (p. 6)
The idea that structure is created through social meaning and interpretation directly 
relates to Vygotsky’s view about students’ cognitive and social development.
“From Vygotsky’s developmental perspective, to be free is to reflect on alternative 
modes of being in the world and to be responsible author of constructing multiple 
socially meaningful realities, creating the history of one’s own development” 
(Shepel, 1995, p. 426). Creating a classroom environment that allows individuals to 
reflect and create an understanding of their own views of reality is a large piece of 
the Constructing Understanding curriculum culture (Joseph et al., 2000). As 
Harada, Lum, and Souza (2002/2003) stated, “ ... communities are built on an 
understanding that students learn by actively constructing, rather than simply 
acquiring, knowledge” (p. 66).
Another piece in the puzzle of constructing understanding is the idea that 
students are provided the chance and opportunity to challenge and examine new 
data and relate it back to other concepts. When students are able to reflect they 
begin to ask questions, which then lead to conversations. The conversations 
formulated in the constructivist classroom environment allow the student to become
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an active member in the meaning negotiating process (Joseph et al., 2000). “In a 
truly dynamic learning environment, the process of inquiry is lived by both children 
and adults. All partners are invited to make connections with their previous 
experiences, and are challenged to go beyond them” (Harada et al., 2002, p. 70). A 
large part of the Constructing Understanding culture of curriculum rests on a 
teacher’s ability to be a knowledgeable guide that can activate a student’s learning 
through careful guidance and enriching experiences (Joseph et al., 2000).
Teaching begins to take on a whole new meaning, as the student works alongside 
the teacher and classmates to negotiate meaning and understanding. “To 
complement the active role of the learner, this curricular culture redefines the 
teacher as a learning facilitator and a co-developer of understanding with the 
student rather than a dispenser of knowledge” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 105). 
Activating a student’s ability to ask questions and use resources and skills to find 
answers, the teacher’s role becomes very carefully choreographed and moves with 
the progress of the student’s own development. “Teachers periodically negotiate 
with students the inquiry questions, activities, and methods that will stimulate 
knowledge-building and promote students’ regulation of their own learning”
(Joseph et al., 2000, p. 105). Steering the student in the right direction and asking 
the appropriate questions to help guide appropriate and correct concept formations 
becomes the teacher’s main role. “Constructivist instruction based on design tasks 
or problem-solving requires that the teacher have a substantial understanding of the 
subject matter” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 105). The teacher takes on a reflective role
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like the student and needs to have a clear understanding of the child’s 
developmental process, hopefully avoiding the traditional role of directed 
discussion. “The teacher must not only be familiar with the topic of study, but must 
also be prepared for the variety of ways in which the topic may be addressed by 
students” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 105). It is within this new role that the teacher 
must begin to take as much a keen interest in what the students are learning as to 
how they might be learning it (Joseph et al., 2000). According to Harada et al. 
(2000), “Being partners in a community of learners means that adult participants 
must possess inquiring minds. They also must seek answers to the why and how of 
the learning experience” (p. 69). Beyond asking the students questions, the teacher 
must learn how to carefully negotiate with the students to help them along the 
process of constructing understanding (Joseph et al., 2000). “[for] Students and 
adults as inquirers in learning communities, shaping the learning experience 
becomes a shared process as adults and students work together through negotiation” 
(Harada et al., 2002, p. 66). Not only is the negotiation a learning process for the 
teacher, but helping the child to explore the how, what, and why is just as important 
(Joseph et al., 2000).
The skill to develop the content and context that reflects the learner’s needs is a 
necessaiy component to the constructivist curriculum of the culture of Constructing 
Understanding:
... the way in which learners approach the subject matter is as important as 
the topic themselves; the long, critical engagements with the subject matter 
favored in constructivist culture suggest that less is more—that is,
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understanding is fostered by prolonged engagements with a few key topics 
and encyclopedic coverage of content is avoided; and, the organization of 
content lends itself to the integrated curriculum. (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 106)
According to Joseph et al. (2000), “Concerning the context of instruction, the focus 
is the learner rather than the subject matter” (p. 106). Creating the necessary 
relationship with the child requires that the teacher be an active part of the student’s 
learning (Joseph et al., 2000), becoming a “more experienced” partner in learning: 
“Vygotsky’s (1987) concept of the zone of proximal development details how the 
performance of a challenging but not too difficult task with the guidance of a more 
experienced partner facilitates children’s learning, including complex mental 
activities” (Szecsi & Giambo, 2004, p. 104). The curriculum becomes an extension 
of the child’s understanding (Joseph et al., 2000). “Constructivist learning involves 
long-term engagements with projects and problems” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 108). 
Allowing ELL students to explore subject matter curriculum through the 
development of thematic units, while having the ability to dialogue their 
understandings in a cooperative group setting, is rooted in research (Freeman & 
Freeman, 2000; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). The teacher has to be attuned to 
the developmental readiness of the student in order to provide appropriate content 
in a new learning experience (Bodrova, 2003). Not only does the child engage in 
dialogue with the teacher but also with her classmates, but the curriculum context 
then becomes a matter of fostering social relationships (Joseph et al., 2000). 
Children’s performance improves when a child-centered environment provides a 
common experience for the student (Szecsi & Giambo, 2004). “Creating a common
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experience for children provides fodder for writing and reading, and experiences 
that build on children’s background writing create context-embedded language 
learning situations” (Szecsi & Giambo, 2004, p. 106). DeLisi (2002) also found 
that students benefit from interacting with peers because it helps to form new 
connections in knowledge. Comprehension occurs when the student makes a 
connection with the context associated in the reading (Meacham, 2001).
Comprehending text, therefore, requires cultural connections between the 
context of the book and the context of the reader. By extension within 
multiple diverse classrooms, reading comprehension necessarily becomes a 
process of intercultural connections, where connections are made across 
multiple cultural contexts. As cultural composition of multiple diverse 
classrooms is too broad for one-to-one cultural matches between text and 
reader, readers have to identify the culturally familiar within the culturally 
different as they make the effort to comprehend, (p. 192)
DeLisi (2002) found that constructivism allows the student to escape her own 
trappings by using dialogue among classmates in order to create a more effectively 
mediated understanding of new material. Delisi (2002) also discovered that the 
classroom context is further enhanced when authentic participation by teachers is 
apparent to the students. “Conversely, if the general classroom context is one in 
which the teacher and student have mutual respect for each other, then it is more 
likely that peer team members will also have mutual respect for each other”
(DeLisi, 2002, p. 6). DeLisi (2002) stresses the importance of developing healthy 
verbal exchanges with students; otherwise students might be contused by failed 
attempts at communication that cause them to get bogged down in how the message 
was communicated. Bodrova (2003) found that as students begin to adapt to the
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child-centered constructivist environment they begin to develop the appropriate 
social skills to lead to higher levels of analytic thinking. “The teacher’s goal is to 
arm the child with specific “cultural tools” that will allow him/her not only to solve 
problems at hand successfully but that will also contribute to the development of 
more advanced mental competencies” (Bodrova, 2003, p. 32). “In constructivist 
classrooms, teachers and children discuss social and moral issues and moral 
dilemmas in literature and in life in school” (DeVries, 1997, p. 14). Popkewitz 
(1998) found that the social sciences could provide a powerful outlet for student 
discourse that would increase their construction of meaning for the world around 
them. “The social sciences would not only provide a cognitive knowledge but also 
discipline the capabilities, values, dispositions, and sensitivities through which 
individuals problematized their participation in the world” (Popkewitz, 1998, p. 
537). Creating the well intentioned, socially responsible student requires more than 
just the appropriate content and context, it requires the necessary planning and 
evaluation to support the child’s development (Popkewitz, 1998).
According to Joseph et al. (2000), in the Constructing Understanding curriculum 
culture, the teacher is solely responsible for designing the necessary framework to 
evaluate the student’s progress. “Teachers shape the curricular process, determine 
standards for the students’ work, and create the structure of classroom activity” 
(Joseph et al., 2000, p. 108). However, it is necessary for the students to partake in 
helping to choose aspects of the content for evaluation. “Students negotiate with 
the teacher what the criteria are for selecting problems to study, and what kinds of
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evidence must be provided to demonstrate learning” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 108).
The Harada et al. (2002/2003) study revealed that when students are made part of
the evaluation process, they develop a relationship with the classroom setting as
well as to the peers and teachers. “Evaluation in the constructivist culture is based
primarily on student performances or artifacts generated as a result of substantial
effort” (Joseph et al., 2000, p. 109). Joseph et al. (2002) believed that student work
is a compilation of the student’s ability to engage in meaningful dialogue about
what they learned and how they learned it. The burden of proof for learning is
placed upon the student’s ability to explain their work “Students not only explain
but also defend their work; they connect their presentations with the agreed-upon
criteria for excellence and describe how their work reflects these criteria” (Joseph et
al., 2000, p. 109). According to Joseph et al. (2000), “Over the course of the year,
students maintain portfolios that contain both typical and exemplary works”
(p. 109). In order to better understand the process behind the constructivist theory
Kamii and Ewing (1996) stated, “Piaget also believed that to understand the nature
of knowledge, we must study its formation rather than by examining only the end
product” (p.260). Joseph et al. (2000) stated that portfolios provide a way in which
students can share and explain their learning. Madden, Slavin, and Simons (1999)
found that successful planning requires child-centered constructivist teacher
training development programs.
It will require the development of new curricula and school support 
structures capable of ensuring that every elementary teacher, even those in 
high-poverty, under-funded schools, will be able to enable students to be
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strategic, flexible, self-aware, and motivated problem solvers in 
mathematics. (Madden et al., p. 2)
Providing staff development that brings each teacher to the mastery level of 
creating a child-centered constructivist classroom curriculum culture will take effort 
and time (Joseph et al., 2000).
The most telling aspects of the two cultures of curriculum — Developing Self 
and Spirit and Constructing Understanding -  is that they are student-centered and 
revolve around a constructivist paradigm. The present fringe relationship that 
ELL students and their families have with the school culture in this country is all 
the more reason to advocate for a child-centered ELL curriculum. Such an 
orientation and paradigmatic shift would bring adults who normally have little if 
any relationship with these children into a collaborative, child-centered curriculum 
orientation that would be focused on not only meeting the ELL students’ needs but 
understanding their experiences, languages, and cultural backgrounds (Giroux, 
1992b). All adults need to share responsibility for each student in the school 
(Meier, 2002).
Conclusion
Seeing how these Joseph et al. (2000) two curriculum cultures of Developing 
Self and Spirit and Constructing Understanding endorse a child-centered curriculum 
requires that ELL, reading specialists, and general education teachers develop 
active classroom relationships with these students. Constructing Understanding
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requires that educators be cognizant of ELL students’ needs to the same degree of 
any other students that are served (Au & Scheu, 1996). ELL students need 
conversation and adult involvement like any other child, if they are going to 
succeed (Cummins, 1999a). They also need just as much contact with reading 
instruction and literacy specialists and general education teachers as do English first 
language remedial reading students (Kang, 1994). Services for ELL students need 
to be coordinated and effective to the extent that they address the child’s cultural 
background and experience (Krashen, 1998). Children cannot be typecast into a 
preordained level of achievement, as Huss-Keeler (1997) discovered when looking 
at teachers’ expectations of student ability based on their perceptions of a family’s 
cultural background and interaction with the school.
ELL students have the greatest amount of hurdles to overcome and are typically 
relegated to receiving ESL/bilingual services, because the reading specialist and 
general education teacher just have not been trained to deal with these students 
(Harrada et al., 2002/2003). This excuse is no longer viable in today’s society. We 
need to develop professional learning communities that are child-centered with the 
belief that we are educators of all children (Meier, 2002). It would appear that 
Freeman & Freeman (2000) encapsulate a majority of what Joseph et al. (2000) 
describe as the two cultures of Developing Self and Spirit and Constructing 
Understanding. Within the framework of Developing Self and Spirit attention to 
the beliefs and practices of learners and teachers, students’ background identities, 
teacher expertise, and practices of content and context, beliefs and practices of
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p lanning  beliefs and practices of evaluation are best addressed by Freeman & 
Freeman (2000), who provide a compelling basis for effective ELL reading 
instruction with a checklist of 12 questions for the classroom teacher. The checklist 
is applicable to both curriculum cultures for each resonates child-centered themes 
and advocates for strategies and instructional techniques that value the individual 
and collaborative efforts. Understanding the impact a teacher can have on the life 
of a student by embracing a child-centered philosophy that celebrates the child’s 
own experiences while building upon them is at the cornerstone of creating a 
collaborative classroom environment that acknowledges the child as part o f the 
learning experience (Bodrova, 2003; Bruner, 1985; DeLisi, 2002; Giroux, 1992a; 
Harada et al., 2002; Szecsi & Giambo, 2004; Theobald & Mills, 1995).
The next chapter will provide a detailed description of the qualitative 
methodology used in this study that not only mirrors past research qualitative 
efforts of past ELL and remedial reading research studies, but serves to answer the 
research questions that guide this study. The study seeks to answer the stated 
research questions through a fundamental understanding of the ELL and Title I 
teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views of collaboration. Developing an improved 
ELL literacy program rests on understanding how an ELL learning community 
between ELL and Title I teachers can develop to create a curricular and 
instructional design model that espouses the two curriculum cultures of Developing 
Self and Spirit and Constructing Understanding which are essential to the 
fundamental tenets of ELL literacy instruction




English language learning (ELL) is based on the notion that non-English- 
speaking students can transition from their native tongue toward mastering literacy 
in English. The process of “moving” students from learning in their native 
language towards learning in English requires an appropriate setting, with the 
necessary supports and scaffolding to make this transition stage possible. The 
required elements needed to facilitate this change include professional development 
that is focused on a collaborative literacy program design among ELL and reading 
specialist teachers, a sharing of specialized curriculum materials and instructional 
practices, and nurturing support of a learning community. The one key element 
required to develop the necessary supports and scaffolding for ELL success is 
collaboration. The concept of collaboration is a major factor in creating a school 
environment that helps teachers work with one another in the best interests of the 
students. Developing a collegial work environment that focuses curriculum and 
instruction upon the needs of ELL students is a necessary ingredient in ELL 
students making a successful transition from native language literacy to English 
language literacy. The following three research questions guide the study:
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
92
1. How do ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers collaborate to support 
ELL student achievement?
2. How do the ELL and Title I programs support one another’s curriculum and 
instruction?
3. How do ELL teachers and Title I reading specialist teachers learn to 
collaborate?
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research design, data collection, 
and data analysis of this study. The following sections will include an elaboration 
on the qualitative research design, data collection techniques, the case study method 
employed, and the rationale behind its use that will all be used to establish this 
study’s approach to data analysis through the conceptual framework lens of 
collaboration. The study’s framework, which is grounded in the work of Meier 
(2002) and Joseph et al. (2000), is based on the central tenet that a child’s learning 
happens through collaboration of adults sharing, developing, and integrating 
curriculum and instruction within a learning community.
Research Design
The study’s methodology is designed to answer questions regarding a 
collaborative literacy program curriculum design needed to allow for the successful 
transition of ELL students between ELL and Title I literacy programs. A 
qualitative research design was chosen due to the nature of the data to be collected 
and analyzed. Maxwell (1996) stated, “The strengths of qualitative research derive 
primarily from its inductive approach, its focus on specific situations or people, and 
its emphasis on words rather than numbers” (p. 17). Since this study is being
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framed by the conceptual framework of collaboration, it became evident that a 
qualitative approach would best capture the views of both the ELL and reading 
specialist teachers. A qualitative research design produces data that reflects the 
individual views of highly skilled veteran teachers who must work with the 
curriculum and instructional complexities of teaching ELL students. Maxwell 
(1996) stated, “In a qualitative case study, you are interested not only in the 
physical events and behavior that is taking place, but also in how the participants in 
your study make sense of this and how their understandings influence their 
behavior” (p. 17). Learning how ELL and reading specialist teachers interpret their 
concepts of curriculum and instruction regarding ELL students will help to inform 
how they view their own roles in collaborating with one another. “A central 
characteristic of qualitative research is that individuals construct reality in 
interaction with their social worlds” (Merriam & Associates, 2002, p. 37). 
Understanding to what degree, if any, collaboration occurs between ELL and 
reading specialists is essential in understanding how teachers view their roles. 
Understanding how the ELL and reading specialist teachers view collaboration and 
view connections between their programs in regard to curriculum and instruction is 
an essential component of designing ELL student literacy programs.
Case Study
The qualitative method that was employed is a case study. Merriam et al. (2002) 
defined qualitative case studies as the following:
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Qualitative case studies share with other forms of qualitative research the 
search for meaning and understanding, the researcher as the primary 
instrument of data collection and analysis, an inductive investigative 
strategy, and the end product being richly descriptive, (p. 179)
The case study will allow the researcher to collect detailed data that is rich and thick 
in its description. Understanding the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views as they 
pertain to collaboration between curriculum and instruction design between ELL 
and Title I programs is paramount to understanding how and why program 
collaboration should occur for ELL students. The need to provide a detailed 
description through the teachers’ perspectives is necessary in facilitating a complete 
understanding of how ELL students are served by ELL and Title I programs. A 
case study analysis allows the researcher great depth and insight into how the 
teachers envision program collaboration unfolding. After all, it is the teachers in 
the end who will be constructing the necessary cultures in which to appropriately 
serve the curricular and instructional needs of ELL students.
In understanding the study’s purpose it is necessary to envision how and where 
the study will take place. “The selection is done purposefully, not randomly; that is, 
a particular person, site, program, process, community, or other bounded system is 
selected because it exhibits characteristics of interest to the researcher” (Merriam & 
Associates, 2002, p. 179). The case study serves to examine the intricacy of a 
particular system, which in this case is the design and quality of ELL students 
transitioning between ELL and reading specialist teachers’ literacy programs in a 
particular setting.
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Qualitative researchers typically study a relatively small number of 
individuals or situations and preserve the individuality of each of these in 
their analysis, rather than collecting data from large samples and 
aggregating the data across individuals or situations. Thus, they are able to 
understand how events, actions, and meanings are shaped by the unique 
circumstances in which these occur. (Maxwell, 1996, p. 19)
In the extant literature, there have been no studies to examine collaboration between 
TPI and Title I literacy programs. I decided to choose my own school, Wonder 
School (a pseudonym), because the TPI program it offers is typical/representative 
of the type of program that many other smaller schools and school districts must 
offer, due to not meeting the same speaking 20-student minimum as outlined by the 
Title III Act. Since our program, like many other schools, is not a true bilingual 
program, it became clear that an obvious gap in the literature existed pertaining to 
small schools and the services they provided to ELL students. Wonder School 
provided the perfect site to examine how an ELL TPI teacher and two Title I 
reading specialists collaborated on ELL literacy curriculum and instruction. This 
study’s data collection techniques are based on Deborah Meier’s (2002) central 
tenet that collaboration among teachers leads to greater student achievement, and 
the researcher acknowledges that this understanding of collaboration will be sought 
through the interview and document analysis in order to inform future educational 
decisions and practice.
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Understanding the variety of ways in which data will be collected in the study is 
the focus of this section. The following three subsections will describe and justify 
the data collection techniques used for each of the study’s three research questions. 
“There are three major sources of data for a qualitative research study -  interviews, 
observations, and documents” (Merriam & Associates, 2002, p. 12). For the intent 
of understanding to what extent collaboration occurs among ELL and reading 
specialist teachers, how their curriculum and instruction is supportive of one 
another’s, and how they learn to collaborate, the data set included interview and 
curriculum document data. As Maxwell (1996) stated, “A useful tool in 
determining this compatibility is a matrix in which you list your questions and 
identify how each of the components of your methods will help you to get the data 
to answer these questions” (p. 81). Please refer to Appendix B. In order to 
understand the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views, it is of the utmost necessity 
to listen and hear what they have to say regarding collaboration of curriculum and 
instruction. Also, it is extremely important to see how the stated formal official 
documentation of the TPI and Title I curricula differ and share similarities with one 
another. As Bogdan and Biklen (2003) stated, “In these papers researchers can get 
access to the ‘official perspective,’ as well as to ways various school personnel 
communicate” (p. 128). It is within understanding the official perspective of the 
two curricula that the study will provide greater insight to the collaborative 
curriculum and instruction relationships formed between the TPI and Title I
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teachers. Since none of the research questions actually require observation, 
observation will not be a necessary data collection technique. Interviews with the 
teachers will develop data about their experiences concerning curriculum and 
instruction collaboration with their colleagues. As Merriam et al. (2002) noted, “If 
at all possible, researchers are encouraged to use more than one method of data 
collection as multiple methods enhance the validity of the findings” (p. 12). 
Understanding the teachers’ own feelings, thoughts, and views will have an 
important bearing on what can be done to extend collaboration between themselves, 
their curriculum, and instructional practices.
Research Question #1: Interviews
Collecting meaningful data on how ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers 
collaborate with curriculum and instruction relies on interviews that capture an 
understanding of the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views. Both the case study 
school (Wonder Elementary School) and the three teacher participants were given 
pseudonyms. Individual, one-hour, tape-recorded conversations were conducted 
separately with the ELL teacher and the two Title I reading specialists at the school. 
All three teacher participants have been actively involved in the design of their own 
literacy programs. (See Table 1.)
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Name Field Years of Experience Education
Mrs. Jones ELL/TPI Teacher 15 Masters
Mrs. Brown Title I/Reading Specialist 17 Masters
Mrs. Smith Title I/Reading Specialist 15 Masters
Collecting rich data was the best way to reveal an interviewee’s perspective 
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). Verbal consent was obtained through a participant study 
permission request form (Appendix A). The interviews were given in a semi­
structured format. As Bogdan and Biklen (2003) state, “good interviews produce 
rich data filled with words that reveal the respondents’ perspectives” (p. 96). The 
combined interviews with Mrs. Jones, Mrs. Brown, and Mrs. Smith allowed me to 
tap into 47 years of instructional experience. The interview data were transcribed 
and put into a Word document format. Ten questions were asked of all three 
teachers. (See Appendix B) However, since the interview was semi-structured, it 
was the researcher’s hope to make it feel collaborative and open-ended to allow the 
teachers the freedom and trust needed to openly express their perspectives (Merriam 
et al., 2002). Interview protocol questions reflected the need to understand how the 
ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers perceive their own curriculum and 
instruction and how they collaborate with one another. Understanding the teachers’ 
perspectives through interviews adds very powerful data, which the qualitative 
research paradigm will help to draw forth. “In qualitative research, it is the rich,
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thick descriptions, the words (not numbers) that persuade the reader of the 
trustworthiness of the findings” (Merriam et al., 2002, p. 15). The interview data 
served to triangulate the data collected through the other two research questions.
As in all studies, the hope is to provide the reader with meaningful data that serves 
to find answers to questions that needed to be asked. The research questions are 
best served by adding the teachers’ viewpoints that will one day, hopefully, be 
melded together to create a successful collaborative ESL and Title I literacy 
program design.
Research Question #2: Document Analysis
Developing a clear understanding of how both ESL and Title I reading 
programs’ curriculum and instruction support one another required a thorough 
review of the stated official curriculum documents. “The strength of documents as 
a data source lies with the fact that they already exist and in the situation; they do 
not intrude upon or alter the setting in ways that the presence of the investigator 
might” (Merriam et al., 2002, p. 13). Review of official documentation provided 
exact information about program commonalities and differences. A thorough 
review and analysis pertaining to the stated curriculum goals, standards, and 
objectives of the two programs proved to be very useful in finding insights into 
pieces where points of shared support occurred between the two curricula. As 
Bogdan and Biklen (2003) stated, “ ... try to think about the possible outcomes of 
the study and then think of ways of narrowing your data set that would be consistent
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with these” (p. 59). Document review of the two curricula served to support 
interview data or provide refinement of questions for interviews. As Maxwell
(1996) noted, “Emergent insights may require new sampling plans, different kinds 
of data, and different analytic strategies” (p. 65). “In these papers researchers can 
get access to the official perspective, as well as to the ways various school 
personnel communicate” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 128). The study of official 
documents included district, state, and federal program guidelines that demonstrate 
differences and similarities between stated curriculum and instructional designs and 
program goals. The qualitative research paradigm helped to code and interpret the 
official document data, in order to better understand whether or not ELL and Title I 
literacy program curriculum and instruction designs support one another. When 
discussing triangulation, Merriam et al. (2002) noted that triangulation occurs when 
“What someone tells you in an interview can be checked against what you observe 
in a field visit or what you read or see in documents or artifacts relevant to the 
investigation” (p. 25).
Research Question #3: Document Analysis and Interviews
To get an accurate perspective of how ELL and Title I reading specialists learn 
to collaborate, the study used both interview and official document data review to 
examine professional development efforts provided by the teachers’ school district. 
Interview questions were necessary to understand each teacher’s own perspective 
and viewpoint about professional development collaboration efforts and how she
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saw those effects impacting the ELL student transitioning between the two 
programs’ curriculum and instruction designs. The study’s interviews demonstrated 
whether or not the ELL and reading specialist teachers have been formally directed 
or encouraged to create collaborative working relationships and curriculum in order 
to develop a shared responsibility of ELL student literacy success. The interview 
protocol questions (Appendix A) sought to provide data concerning the teachers’ 
feelings, thoughts, and views about the school district’s attempt to establish a 
collaborative ELL literacy curriculum and instruction design. “Qualitative 
researchers set up strategies and procedures to enable them to consider experiences 
from the informants’ perspective” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 7). These protocol 
interview questions pertain to the teachers’ perspectives about how collaboration 
has been professionally fostered within the school and the district and how they 
might envision it.
Official school district document analysis provided insight into the extent to 
which teacher collaboration is a focus of stated district goals and professional 
development opportunities for teachers. External information was collected using 
official school district policy pamphlet statements in order to gain a better 
understanding of official perspectives on programs (Bogdan et al., 2003, p. 128). 
Interpretation of official school district documents and curriculum guides provided 
data about how the programs were communicated to all three staff members. The 
school improvement plan also helped to define expectations for teacher 
collaboration.
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Through the use of interview and document data collection techniques, the case 
study was able to exact its focus on how ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers 
collaborate program curriculum and instructional design. The data collection 
techniques provided clarity in understanding how a professional learning 
community and the resultant curriculum cultures may or may not exist between 
ELL and Title I literacy programs within one particular small school setting. The 
data collection techniques should provide a rich, thick description of teachers’ 
feelings, thoughts, and views as they pertain to program collaboration in servicing 
the needs of ELL students.
The next section provides a detailed understanding of how data analysis 
techniques were employed in the study to examine interview data and official 
program curriculum documents. Data analysis is a necessary and strong component 
to the qualitative case study research design in that it is able to provide a strong 
understanding of how and why the data gives rise to emergent themes. In essence, 
the data comes alive and becomes more meaningful and practical for those who 
share similar interests in understanding teachers’ perspectives pertaining to literacy 
curriculum and instruction program collaboration for ELL students.
Data Analysis
The last section of this chapter provides an explanation of data analysis 
techniques associated with interview and document data collection procedures.
“Any qualitative study requires decisions about how the analysis will be done, and
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these decisions should influence, and be influenced by, the rest of the design” 
(Maxwell, 1996, p. 77). Understanding how these analysis techniques assist in the 
explanation of data sources is an important aspect of how the data is translated 
through a collaborative conceptual framework. The first subsection provides an 
explanation of the transcription and coding techniques used to analyze the interview 
data. A second subsection discusses how the official document data were 
transcribed and coded. Finally, validity techniques are expounded upon to support 
the rationale behind using both interview and document data analysis techniques.
Interview Transcription and Coding Techniques
The transcription process involved the use of a tape recorder in order to 
accurately document the respondents’ voice and words. The interviews were open- 
ended, but had 10 questions that helped structure the dialogue and keep a focus on 
the stated research questions. A desktop stand microphone was provided to 
increase speaking comfort level and clarity of the interviewee’s voice. I generated 
memos to record initial impressions and thoughts concerning the interviewees’ 
responses, in light of the conceptual framework and relevance to the research 
questions. “Simultaneous data collection and analysis allows the researcher to 
make adjustments along the way, even to the point of redirecting data collection, 
and to “test” emerging concepts, themes, and categories against subsequent data” 
(Merriam et al., 2002, p. 14). I transcribed the interviews using an electronic format 
using Microsoft Office Word document files. According to Bogdan and Biklen
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(2003) .. a one-hour interview, when typed, amounts to twenty to forty
typewritten pages of data” (p. 123). “As the study goes on, you should have a better 
idea about your focus and be more selective in what you type” (Bogdan & Biklen 
2003, p. 124). The transcribed interview data was read through an initial time and 
then reread for errors.
The coding of the data required me to listen to the taped interviews multiple 
times before transcription occured. “Your first attempt to assign coding categories 
to the data is really a test to discover the usefulness of the categories you have 
created” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 173). According to Maxwell (1996),
Listening to interview tapes prior to transcription is also an opportunity for 
analysis, as is the actual process of transcribing interviews or of rewriting 
and reorganizing your rough observation notes. During this reading or 
listening, you should write notes and memos on what you see or hear in your 
data and develop tentative ideas about categories and relationships, (p. 78)
The second time I listened to the interview data, coded categories were added to the 
data and compared to my initial impression notes. As Bogdan and Biklen (2003) 
suggest, “modify them and then read through your data once again, trying to assign 
the coding category abbreviations to the data” (p. 173). The interview data were 
coded, by perspectives held by the subjects and then renegotiated through the use of 
thematic notes (Bogdan & Biklen, 2002). In order to get a clearer understanding of 
how the interviewees’ responses related to the first research question, the study used 
Bogdan and Biklen’s (2002) explanation of “perspectives held by subjects” (p.
163). “This family includes codes oriented toward ways of thinking all or some
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
105
subjects share that are not as general as their overall definition of the situation but 
indicate orientations toward particular aspects of a setting” (Bogdan & Biklen,
2003, p. 163). Listening to and studying each part of the interviewees’ responses 
reflected the study’s collaborative conceptual framework.
Document Transcription and Coding Techniques
In order to answer the second and third research questions, the use of coding 
categories allowed me to do analysis of the official documents and a comparative 
analysis between interview data and official document data. The second research 
question required a context coding to understand the official background version of 
both programs’ stated goals and purposes. “Under such codes much of the 
descriptive literature (pamphlets, brochures, yearbooks) produced about the setting, 
subject, or topic can be placed” (Bogdan & Biklen., 2003, p. 162). Documents 
must be viewed with skepticism, because they are a reflection of official viewpoints 
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). In order to understand the reality of how curriculum and 
instruction collaboration can occur between the two programs, official ELL and 
Title I literacy documents were examined to find stated program similarities and 
differences. “Whether preexisting or researcher-generated, documents often 
contain insights and clues into the phenomenon, and most researchers find them 
well worth the effort to locate and examine” (Merriam et al., 2002, p. 13).
The third research question incorporates the teachers’ perspectives relating to the 
reality of professional development collaboration efforts and the official stated view
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as described in school district documents. The document analysis codes will be 
coupled with codes analyzed from the interview data to create a bridge between the 
multiple data sources. As Maxwell (1996) stated, “The key feature of most 
qualitative coding is that it is grounded in the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967); that is, 
it is developed in interaction with, and is tailored to the understanding of, the 
particular data being analyzed” (p. 79).
Methodological Issues
The methodological issues that I knew my research techniques had to overcome 
included interview data validity, official document data validity, and researcher 
bias. The greatest threat to any research is corruption or inaccuracy of the analysis 
of the data. Validity can be checked through cross checking of the analysis of 
multiple data sources, member checks, peer review, and data saturation (Merriam et 
al., 2002). The data analysis was cleansed and screened through several filters that 
above all include a triangulation of data and defining the meaning of the emergent 
themes. According to Maxwell (1996), establishing validity is defined as “ ... how 
you will rule out particular plausible alternatives to your interpretations and 
explanations” (p. 89).
This researcher is conscious of his own educational dispositions toward 
curriculum design and effective instructional practices. The data collection and 
analysis avoided a judgmental outlook; it simply endeavored to interpret the 
teachers’ experiences and the official documentation in order to analyze the
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collaborative design of curriculum and instruction offered to ELL students through 
the school’s TPI and Title I programs.
The interview process involved the potential issue of my influence relationship 
with the teacher participants since I serve as the principal of the school in which 
they teach. This potential for influence on teachers’ interview responses was 
counterbalanced by two years of trust that had negotiated a viable relationship with 
the three participant teachers in order to gain access to their true feelings, thoughts, 
and views.
One strategy to check for internal validity is the use of member checks. “Here 
you ask participants to comment on your interpretation of the data” (Merriam et al., 
2002, p. 26). The ELL and reading specialist teachers were asked to review the 
data once it had been transcribed and coded, in order to ensure that the essence and 
meaning of their words were correctly defined. By using the member checks o f the 
transcription data, participants were allowed to alter or change any statements they 
thought were incorrect or not fully explained at the time of the interview. The 
teachers were given the chance to expound upon any transcribed data that appeared 
to be unclear or not necessarily provide an appropriate level of their own feelings, 
thoughts, and views.
Because this study relied on interview and official document data, interview and 
official document data can be used to check against one another (Merriam et al., 
2002). Merriam et al., (2002) also note an additional strategy, peer review, which 
provides for additional internal validity of the research study’s findings. “Peer
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review or peer examination can be conducted by a colleague either familiar with the 
research or one near to the topic” (p. 26). In this study, two fellow ELL teachers 
from another school served as peer reviewers to check interview and document data 
analysis coding. The peer reviewers were in agreement and felt that my analysis of 
the data was accurate and thoughtfully provided a clear understanding of each 
participant’s feelings, thoughts, and views.
Summary
This research study will serve to inform the fields of ELL and curriculum and 
instruction concerning literacy collaboration between ELL and reading specialist 
teachers, and may have a profound impact on the growth and development of future 
collaborative curriculum and instruction of ELL literacy program design models. 
The case study methodology described in this chapter was designed to provide the 
reader with an understanding of the process of collaboration that occurs between 
TPI and Title I literacy programs in a selected school that may typify the situations 
of many other schools. Through interviews with ELL and reading specialist 
teachers and analysis of documents related to the programs they serve and the 
interface of those programs, analysis focused on existing and potential areas of 
collaboration. It is this researcher’s hope that others continue to look upon a 
collaborative conceptual framework as a way of bringing Deborah Meier’s (2002) 
and Joseph et al.’s (2000) ideal of learning community and curriculum cultures to 
fruition.
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CHAPTER 4
REPORTING OF DATA 
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to understand how curriculum and instruction 
program design can be developed between English language learner (ELL), 
transitional program of instruction (TPI), and Title I reading specialist teachers 
using a collaborative program design model. Understanding the interview data of 
the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views as they relate to a collaborative 
curriculum and instruction program design will help to inform current school 
practices on how to provide more interrelated services to meet the needs of ELL 
students. The expertise and knowledge of the teachers will be used to inform the 
study’s underlying question of how collaboration can occur between two programs 
meant to serve the needs of ELL students with little or no literacy skills in English. 
The hope of the study is that through understanding the specialist teachers’ 
perspectives on how they see collaborative efforts unfolding between their two 
programs, an improved program design will arise to meet the needs unique to the 
literacy acquisition of ELL students.
This chapter provides a detailed reporting of the study’s findings, primarily the 
data describing each teacher’s feelings, thoughts, and views pertaining to
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collaboration of curriculum and instructional practices related to the ELL literacy 
program design. The chapter is divided into five sections. Following a brief 
overview of the study, the next section introduces the ELL and Title I Reading 
Specialist teachers, providing a brief overview pertaining to each teacher’s 
background and education. The teachers were all provided with a pseudonym to 
assure confidentiality. The subsequent section reveals how each teacher responded 
to the interview questions. The next two sections of the chapter examine official 
Title I and ELL school district program documentation as they respectively relate to 
each program’s goals and objectives.
Research Questions and Reporting of the Data
In order to understand how the interview protocol and document data collection 
are used to inform the study, it is necessary to revisit the research questions and 
how the interview protocol questions relate to each research question and the 
document data collection and analysis. (See Appendix C)
The interview data are reported in the same order as the original interview 
protocol, in order to demonstrate and reaffirm the teacher participants’ feelings, 
thoughts, and views as they evolved from general questions related to program 
design to more specific aspects of how program collaboration could evolve between 
the two programs. This narrowing of focus from general program goals and 
objectives related to curriculum and instruction to how to collaborate with
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colleagues through the interview process helped to develop the necessary insight 
and coding of data that informed the research questions.
The resulting coding of the data and its analysis resulted in three themes 
generated through the teachers’ responses to the interview protocol questions. The 
three emergent themes that will be analyzed in greater detail in Chapter 5 included: 
camaraderie, program design, and professional time.
The Participants
The following subsections provide a brief overview of the background and 
education of each of the three participants. It was during the course of the 
interviews that the researcher was able to ascertain each teacher’s viewpoint on 
ELL literacy program collaboration. More importantly, each teacher’s experiences 
played a large factor in how they viewed current collaboration and the prospective 
for its future implementation. Each of the three teachers is well versed in literacy 
education and has 15 to 20 years of experience. Not only do they serve in the 
capacity of teaching a specific curriculum, but also they serve as advocates for their 
programs.
Mrs. Jones
Having taught the last 17 years in the role of ELL teacher, Mrs. Jones is very 
proud of the fact that she supports classroom instruction. During her years as ELL 
teacher, Mrs. Jones earned her master’s degree in bilingual education and served as
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the district ELL coordinator for a couple of years. In defining herself as a support 
teacher, she sees the role of the transitional program of instruction (TPI) to help 
students understand concepts and learn the necessary skills and strategies that they 
are having difficulties with in the mainstream classroom setting. Mrs. Jones has 
always seen herself as an advocate for ELL student voice and hopes to see all of her 
students receive Title I reading services regardless of their English language 
proficiency. Acting as a translator for parent-teacher conferences or performing 
home visits for non-English-speaking families are just a couple of situations in 
which Mrs. Jones finds herself working. Whether it is acting as a reading coach, 
working in kindergarten classroom centers, or facilitating guided reading groups, 
Mrs. Jones describes herself as being in a constant state of learning.
Mrs. Brown
Beginning her career as a speech therapist and special education teacher, Mrs. 
Brown has enjoyed the last five of her 15 years as a teacher serving students in 
another role as Title I reading specialist. After finishing her master’s degree with a 
reading specialist endorsement, Mrs. Brown sees herself as a resource to her 
colleagues and reading coordinator for the building. Acting as one of our school’s 
five reading coaches, most staff members, even the other coaches, would default to 
Mrs. Brown for her input on a particular situation. She describes herself as a 
lifelong learner who sees staying abreast of the latest reading research as one of her 
greatest concerns. Not a semester goes by where Mrs. Brown is not enrolled in a
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class or attending a conference espousing the latest techniques and strategies within 
the reading curriculum field. Mrs. Brown shares the Title I reading specialist role 
with her colleague Mrs. Smith. When both are not organizing the school’s family 
reading night, they are coordinating reading incentive program parties for students 
who keep nightly reading logs with their parents. Mrs. Brown considers her partner 
Mrs. Smith a good friend and collaborative colleague.
Mrs. Smith
With 15 years of experience, working as a second grade classroom teacher for 
seven years and a reading specialist in two other school districts prior to joining 
Wonder School’s Title I Reading program, Mrs. Smith has the technical proficiency 
and knowledge to impart specific reading skills and strategies to the students she 
serves. In the same manner her colleague Mrs. Jones views reading curriculum and 
instruction, so too does Mrs. Smith as she partakes at the district level on the 
reading curriculum review committee and serves as instructional coach for the 
school’s mainstream classroom teachers. Mrs. Smith has managed to play an active 
role in fostering positive relationships with her colleagues, and in doing so has 
helped to make her an even more important resource to other staff members.
Responses to Interview Questions
Interview questions ranged from overarching program goals and objectives, to 
general curricular and instructional level questions, to the importance collaboration
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can play in serving the literacy needs of ELL students. Interview responses 
provided a cogent review of the participants’ feelings, thoughts, and views on how 
curriculum and instruction collaboration can occur between ELL and Title I literacy 
programs. The following ten sections contain the pertinent details of the answers 
provided from Mrs. Jones, Mrs. Brown, and Mrs. Smith. Mrs. Jones was 
interviewed on September 7,2006, Mrs. Brown on September 8,2006, and Mrs. 
Smith on September 7, 2006.
Question #1: Curriculum. Resources, and Instruction that Support ELL Literacy
In describing how her ELL/TPI class curriculum, resources, and instruction 
support ELL student literacy, Mrs. Jones feels that her resources differentiate 
among the needs of her students. “Each student would be started at a different 
level.” She also further states that the ELL program has multiple goals. “The goal 
of the program is for students to develop language; and literacy is the one piece of 
that, in addition to, the listening, and the speaking, and the writing.” Mrs. Jones 
describes her resources as “ ...reading materials, books, workbooks, and 
manipulatives.” In addition to identifying resources she uses to develop their 
English proficiency, Mrs. Jones points out that what she works on with the children 
is an extension of what they struggle with in the mainstream classroom. “They are 
not only getting it from the time they spend with me, but also from the classroom 
teacher.” Mrs. Jones feels the need to reach some comfort level of basic language 
with students before immediately starting with literacy.
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Mrs. Brown feels that ELL student literacy is supported through the Title I 
reading program. “I think that most of the programs we have are designed for ELL 
students.” However, a concerned Mrs. Brown points out that there is a significant 
difference between supporting students with guided reading in the mainstream 
classroom and the Title I Reading groups.
That’s why I think guided reading is so great, because it is at the student’s 
instructional level. Whereas in our groups, if a student is lower they are not 
necessarily at that instructional level within that group, because of our time 
allotment and the days are only so long; we only have room for so many 
students.
Interestingly, having to explain the need to provide ELL students with appropriate 
leveled reading groups is a rather large caveat to providing effective instruction. 
According to Mrs. Brown, ELL students cannot simply be put into any Title I 
reading group according to the ELL student’s grade level or level of English 
acquisition. Mrs. Brown explains that she is a very visual, auditory, kinesthetic 
teacher and tries to use all modalities while teaching ELL students. Mrs. Brown 
sees using peer buddies and cooperative group learning as effective instructional 
strategies with ELL students.
Mrs. Smith prefaces her answer with the basic premise that there is not a great 
deal of difference between the ELL student and the English-speaking struggling 
reader. “I think a lot of our students that we take are low to begin with so you kind 
of teach them the way you would kids who have a second language.” She went on
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to explain that the Title I program does not have curriculum materials or resources 
specifically for ELL students. Instead, she states,
You go at a slower pace. You use materials that are at their instructional 
level. You are not going to use materials that are too hard for them, 
especially, at the first grade level. When you get to third and fourth grade, 
they kind of have adapted to the language, so you can still use; do the same 
thing. We use materials that are at their instructional level or a little bit 
below, because it is easier for them to follow then.
Mrs. Smith’s understanding of the Title I perspective begins to demonstrate a 
viewpoint that is divergent from Mrs. Jones.
In summary, interview question number one provided information that helped to 
address research question one in that it yielded open, honest responses that reflected 
a relatively non-existent level of collaborative program support between the ELL 
and Title I literacy programs. These data provide an understanding of how each 
teacher not only views how instruction should occur with ELL students but also a 
clear lack of understanding about how each other’s program services ELL students. 
It also becomes clear that Mrs. Jones assumes that Mrs. Brown and Mrs. Smith 
know how to instruct ELL students because they are reading-specialist trained.
Mrs. Brown assumes that Title I services meet the instructional and curricular needs 
of ELL students, but never clearly articulates how those needs are met, except for a 
few teaching strategies that could be endorsed through the literature review as they 
pertain to best practices for ELL students. Conversely, Mrs. Smith, even more so, 
also expresses her own lack of materials and knowledge of how to service ELL 
students.
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Question #2: Goals. Objectives, and Instruction that Support One Another’s
Program
Mrs. Jones first states the need to define what ELL and Title I program goals are. 
She states that Title I particularly focuses on English-language-only instruction. On 
the other hand, when it came to defining the ELL literacy program goals, she 
focuses on the whole language aspect of the ELL program. “I find it very difficult 
to separate the whole language piece and the literacy piece, and I mean, to me, it’s 
all one big thing. I think pretty much we have the same goals and objectives when 
it comes to that.” To a large extent she feels that the program goals and objectives 
are much more in alignment due to the whole language aspect of ELL student 
literacy instruction. Mrs. Jones points out that since Title I works with more 
heterogeneous language background students that perhaps they should not 
necessarily use such strategies as she uses, which include using alternate ways of 
children explaining what they have read. She believes that perhaps the Title I 
teachers used fewer instructional strategies appropriate for ELL students within the 
Title I reading groups because they rely on fewer strategies that they primarily use 
with their heterogeneous groups of students. She points out, in our conversation, 
that she is not sure of all of their instructional strategies and techniques, but she 
does believe they are very similar to each other.
In the same manner and connotation as Mrs. Jones, Mrs. Brown states that the 
goals between ELL and Title I are very similar. “Our goals are to improve 
comprehension... reading skills.” However, Mrs. Brown states that different
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English acquisition levels among ELL students affect how Title I Reading program 
goals are used to address ELL student literacy needs.
Sometimes, you get a student who is a fifth grader reading at a third grade 
reading level and sometimes that student would fit right into your 
instructional teaching. And then, sometimes you get a student who is 
reading at a pre-primer level that you have nowhere else to put him then 
with older kids. And, I just wonder, is the curriculum really effective with 
that student? Is that curriculum really the best for them or is there 
something better out there?
Mrs. Brown also states that she is not very knowledgeable about how to instruct an 
older student with limited English and reading skills.
I just feel like they need to acquire the English language before they can 
learn to read the English language. A lot of this is very uncertain, a lot of 
this is just your personal opinion, feelings on what your goals and objectives 
are for the ELL student.
Her response to the question ends with her stating that it is kind of tough to 
accommodate the needs of the ELL student.
Mrs. Smith began with an example of a first grade student who knows no 
English and how the girl will be a good candidate for Title I services when she 
reaches second grade. Mrs. Smith was not aware of any federal guidelines that 
stipulate when Title I should begin allowing new ELL students into the program. 
However, Mrs. Smith did stipulate, “In third and fourth grade I am giving services, 
because I feel like whatever they can receive it is not going to hurt them.” She did 
not know of any Title I goals and objectives that support ELL student literacy. Mrs. 
Smith’s only knowledge of ELL instructional strategies came from her past
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experience of working with ELL Reading Recovery students in her prior school 
district. When speaking of her Reading Recovery experience, Mrs. Smith states, 
“You had to learn and teach them at their level.” She says that she really does not 
know what Mrs. Jones does in her classroom and believes that Mrs. Jones has no 
idea what she does in her classroom. She then states, “It would be nice to 
collaborate, because our students are similar; a lot of our ELL students get Title I 
services.” Mrs. Smith feels that it would be nice to have knowledge of the 
instructional strategies that Mrs. Jones uses with her ELL students.
In summary, it became clear through interview data for question two that there 
existed consensus about the need for program goals and objectives to incorporate 
each other’s instructional strategies and techniques. As the interview evolved, Mrs. 
Jones’ viewpoint altered and she stated that Title I would benefit through the 
introduction instructional strategies and techniques that she uses with the ELL 
students within her classroom. She also admits to her own lack of knowledge of the 
strategies and techniques that her colleagues use in the Title I classrooms. Mrs. 
Brown’s and Mrs. Smith’s statements fell along similar lines of thought, as they 
both feel that they do not actually know how to accommodate for ELL students or 
instruct ELL students of varying levels and abilities within the Title I leveled 
reading groups. They both also question whether or not their curriculum is really 
designed to meet the needs of ELL students and that much of what they do to 
service ELL students is open to their own discretion and interpretation of what they 
can do to meet the needs of the ELL student.
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Question #3: Materials. Strategies, and Techniques that Support One Another’s
Program
According to Mrs. Jones, the ELL and Title I programs do not share materials. 
She states that they might discuss strategies and techniques they use. However,
Mrs. Jones believes that discussing effective strategies or needs of individual 
students is the basis of any cross curriculum and instruction program support.
When asked if the Title I teachers talk about strategies that Mrs. Jones has 
recommended to them, she states, “They might say, this seems to be working with a 
certain student.” She believes a lot of the strategies and techniques that she uses are 
already known and practiced by the Title I teachers. “I think a lot of the strategies 
and techniques are the same.” Mrs. Jones is very encouraged by the Title I 
teachers’ ability to work with the ELL students.
According to Mrs. Brown, the Title I curriculum and instruction does not 
combine materials, instructional strategies and techniques of the ELL program. She 
does not believe there are any state or federal program guidelines that ask for Title I 
to provide for ELL students. On the other hand, Mrs. Brown states, “Most of the 
programs that we use can be used effectively with ELL students.” She does not like 
the fact that the Title I program goals and objectives do not address ELL students.
Mrs. Smith states that Title I receives no materials from the ELL program.
When asked about alternative resources to use with ELL students, Mrs. Smith 
states, “Well, there are, like, books in Spanish. You could do that, but, I mean, I 
don’t speak Spanish.” Mrs. Smith states that perhaps the Title I teachers could
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instruct the ELL teacher to use Reading Recovery instructional strategies and 
techniques to use with the ELL program students. Mrs. Smith sees this as a way of 
the ELL program being supported by the Title I program. “It would be kind of nice 
to use her to do some of those strategies, because when they come to us it is kind of 
reinforced.” Mrs. Smith seems interested in exploring another way in which to 
collaborate.
In summary, as interview question number three went about answering research 
question number two, it became clear that the three participants perceive a complete 
disconnect between sharing program materials and instructional strategies that 
might be useful in supporting ELL students in one another’s programs. This clear 
lack of shared or common curriculum material resources and instructional strategies 
between the ELL and Title I reading programs serve to express the idea that there is 
little communication between the two programs’ instructors. Mrs. Jones believes 
and thinks that her colleagues use the same strategies and feels that there is some 
communication between the two sets of instructional specialists, while Mrs. Brown 
and Mrs. Smith believe there is no sharing of curriculum materials or resources. 
Further, Mrs. Brown and Mrs. Smith do not see much, if any, in the way of program 
goals or objectives that address the needs of ELL students. Mrs. Smith states that it 
would be helpful for Mrs. Jones to learn Title I reading strategies and techniques 
that would help prepare ELL students for transition into the Title I program.
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Question #4: Level of Collaboration and Program Support for One Another’s
Program
Mrs. Jones feels that she tries to make herself available to her colleagues for any 
questions or concerns they might have regarding a student. She points out the need 
for collaboration when she states, “We don’t have a normal collaboration time.”
The need for her to act as the primary contact person to communicate with an ELL 
student’s parents, as they partake in the Title I program, is the main way in which 
she sees herself collaborating with Mrs. Brown and Mrs. Smith. However, she 
states that she does like to advocate for ELL students’ needs and wants to ensure 
that they are receiving the correct program services. “I am very open and 
sometimes I may have a question about a particular student and maybe questioning 
whether something is cultural or really a language difficulty.” Mrs. Jones begins to 
reiterate the need to be open and collaborative when it comes to discussing program 
needs of ELL students. She feels as though the Title I teachers have final say over 
which ELL students will receive Title I services.
Mrs. Brown reiterates the need to communicate with Mrs. Jones when it comes 
to appropriate placement of ELL students in the Title I Reading program.
Usually, what we’ll do is I will test the students and often times there are 
questions of whether the student should be on our caseload and if we can 
provide for them effectively and I will ask the ELL teacher what her 
thoughts are. Often times, she will give me like a background on the 
student. And, often times we talk about; are the parents literate, do they 
understand English?
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Understanding whether or not the ELL student is literate in his or her native 
language is a primary concern of Mrs. Brown. She is not informed about what sort 
of literacy assessments are given to ELL students. Receiving informal information 
is the main way in which student information is conveyed.
Mrs. Smith states, “We talk about students we have, but not like this is what I’m 
doing with them, what are you doing with them, which kind of goes along with not 
knowing what each other does.” As Mrs. Smith explains,
So it would be nice to have that, you know. Someone else to talk with and 
say, hey, what can I do with this kid? For her, she can ask us, I’m having 
some problems with you know, he’s not able to do this, what can we do 
together?”
In summary, interview question number four serves to answer research question 
number one by expressing the three participants’ feelings, thoughts, and views 
concerning how they view collaboration and program support for one another as it 
pertains to the needs of ELL students. Mrs. Jones feels that the lack of 
collaboration time and her lack of input related to which of her ELL students 
receive Title I services do not place her in a position to advocate for ELL students. 
Mrs. Brown and Mrs. Smith both felt that the level of program collaboration was 
very informal and limited to very superficial information related to student 
progress. All three teachers reiterate the idea of the necessity of having time to 
collaborate and discuss how to support ELL students within one another’s 
classroom setting.
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Question #5: Define Collaboration
When asked to provide a definition of collaboration, Mrs. Jones states, “I think 
collaboration is getting together and discussing. In this case, collaboration in 
education means getting together discussing curriculum and the needs of particular 
students in the program.” In order to get more detail about her response, she was 
asked if  she would be open to curriculum and instruction suggestions from her 
colleagues. Mrs. Jones responds, “Yes, I feel though that their program is a lot 
more, I guess, more structured than my program; less flexible than my program.” 
Mrs. Jones later responds that flexibility does allow her program the ability to mix 
groupings of students.
Mrs. Brown responds to the question of collaboration by stating,
I think it means communicating, you know, working together and coming up 
with a plan that would best benefit the student, would be the most effective 
for the student. And, maybe more time needs to be put into our day to make 
sure it happens, so it’s just not an informal passing in the hallway or running 
down there.
When asked about program collaboration time, Mrs. Brown responds, “Actually, 
our program does not have any collaboration time.” Mrs. Brown finds it ironic that 
special education has collaboration time for students with learning difficulties, but 
that ELL and Title I literacy programs do not.
Mrs. Smith simply states that collaboration is working together. It was apparent 
that she was unhappy with the current state, or lack thereof, concerning program
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collaboration. In order to understand more of her feelings, thoughts, and views, she 
was asked to explain what the collaboration is actually like.
I often will say what do you think about him? Especially, kids we have had, 
like the fourth graders she’s had for awhile, and we’ll talk about like he’s 
doing this with me, what is he doing with you? So, I guess we do speak to 
each other, but not like what we can do? It’s more like, hey, how’s he doing 
with you?
However, Mrs. Smith finds herself picking up more non-proficient English 
speaking students into the Title I program, because she feels she is beginning to see 
Mrs. Jones’ point about the ELL students receiving some extra support instead of 
none at all. As she reflects on her change of practice, she is doing it out of a sense 
of obligation and not guilt. As she states, “It’s better for them to have something 
than nothing.”
All three participants define collaboration in a way that gives them ownership, 
but also emphasizes the idea of having time to work closely with colleagues. Each 
teacher sees working with one another as an important piece in meeting the needs of 
appropriate services being rendered to ELL students. Mrs. Jones focuses on the 
need to have time to physically get together and discuss student needs. Mrs. Brown 
reemphasizes this idea when she draws a comparison to special education resource 
teachers who are allowed to set collaboration times to discuss student needs. Mrs. 
Smith sees collaboration as a way of honoring Mrs. Jones’ requests and ideas 
pertaining to how ELL students should be serviced by Title I.
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In summary, interview question five provided necessary data for research 
question number three. Understanding how the participants define collaboration 
between their two programs provides important data that reflects their need to have 
time and understanding to work with one another. Mrs. Jones feels that it simply 
meant getting together to discuss curriculum and how it can be used to meet the 
needs of the ELL students. Mrs. Brown reiterates an earlier sentiment made by 
Mrs. Jones in that she feels that the ELL and Title I teachers should have time to 
work together that is commensurate to special education planning. Mrs. Smith 
believes that there is a need to for more personal communication that gets to the 
heart of the matter of each student’s learning, instead of casual and lack of depth 
conversations. All three participants believe that they need to know what one 
another does with the students and how they can help one another with their 
knowledge and background through a concerted collaborative effort.
Question #6: Collaboration between ELL and Title I Colleagues
Mrs. Jones states that collaboration is on an informal basis: e-mail, casual talk, a 
phone call to one another’s room, or through the mainstream classroom teacher are 
the ways in which collaboration occurs. When asked to elaborate on her thoughts 
about how her Title I colleagues view collaboration between the two programs,
Mrs. Jones states, “There is a shared responsibility, but usually for the beginning 
students.” She continues to state that the mainstream classroom teachers really work 
with her the most and that they are very flexible. They do not ask her to translate
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books, but instead understand the importance of language acquisition first. She 
feels very strongly about beginning students receiving Title I services. “Last year, 
when she (Mrs. Brown) started working with Felipe she was just amazed by how 
much he did pick up. I think sometimes that if  they would just get started with it 
they would see how successful a lot of these students could be.” She would like to 
see them have extra time to work on their literacy skills, even if that meant that she 
works on collaborating with the Title I teachers to teach them some instructional 
strategies she uses with beginning students.
Mrs. Brown notes that the ELL program, like the Title I program, is a pullout 
program that is not conducive to sharing with one another. Pulling students at 
different times does not allow for time to collaborate.
I think we communicate and are always asking questions. If they get a 
contact from a parent and it involves me, they are always good about letting 
me know and vice a versa, but it is all informal; lunch or in the hallway. 
Also, your communication to the parent is through the ELL teacher. If a 
student is going to be in our program, I will ask Mrs. Jones if  you call this 
parent to let them know this is coming home. A lot of times that’s another 
way we collaborate; is through home-school communication.
Mrs. Brown does not consider the ELL pullout classroom a classroom. She sees 
Mrs. Jones more as a resource teacher that pushes into the classrooms to help with 
specific tasks mainstream classroom teachers are in need of the ELL students 
completing.
Mrs. Smith states that she and Mrs. Brown work together and with the 
mainstream classroom teachers, but do not work with Mrs. Jones. She has very
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limited informal contact with the ELL teacher. They also never observe one 
another’s teaching.
In summary, interview protocol question number six provided a strong thematic 
convergence to research question number three, as participants’ responses focus on 
the desire that the needs of the students, when addressed properly, should be 
brought about through collaborative efforts among the ELL and Title I teachers.
Mrs. Jones strongly feels that collaboration is necessary if  only for the simple 
reason that ELL students receive the appropriate services. Mrs. Brown believes that 
the pullout structure of the ELL and Title I programs is not conducive to developing 
a formal collaboration time. She also feels that their perceptions of each other’s 
roles varied in how they interact and respond with helping one another. Mrs. Smith 
and Mrs. Jones have another thought in common, which is their perceived healthy 
collaborative relationships with the mainstream classroom teachers. Overall, the 
three participants feel that relationships and the time to build those personal and 
professional relationships was lacking.
Question #7: Open to the Concept of Collaboration
The emphasis of the ELL teacher’s response resides in the idea that anything that 
provides the ELL students with additional support and services is welcome. Mrs. 
Jones responds to the question by stating, “I think that anything that would help the 
students acquire the language in any way, so collaboration obviously would support 
that.” It should be noted that Mrs. Jones responded with much anticipation and
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excitement to the idea that perhaps ELL students would have additional advocates 
and resources.
Showing the mature, reflective nature of her lifelong learning disposition, Mrs. 
Brown responds by stating,
You know, asking me these questions just starts making me realize the 
importance of that collaboration and maybe it should be more formally 
done; especially, in the beginning of the year when we’re just testing kids, 
assessing kids, and starting up our programs.
Mrs. Brown continues along that premise when she thinks about how Title I and 
ELL can work together to see how these students are doing in the mainstream 
classrooms. “Maybe it is the curriculum. Maybe the curriculum needs to change. 
Maybe there are some better curriculums out there, too, for ELL students.”
As did Mrs. Brown, Mrs. Smith also thinks that collaboration will be in the best 
interest of the students. She saw playing an active role with the ELL teacher as 
providing the student with the best available instruction. Mrs. Smith believes in, 
“Working together, having a common goal with that student. Getting the most out 
of the student by working together.” Also, by getting the input of the ELL teacher, 
she thinks it is wonderful to share ideas with one another.
In summary, interview question number seven brings about insightful 
information that relates to the theme of collaboration is being asked in research 
question number three. The participants’ views express their openness to the idea 
of collaboration. Mrs. Jones feels that additional support for ELL students is 
paramount and that collaboration will most definitely support their acquisition of
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language. Mrs. Brown believes that just the notion of being asked this question and 
partaking in this study helps her to be more understanding and reflective about the 
needs of ELL students and the even more important role she could play in bringing 
about their literacy success. Mrs. Smith thinks that working together with a 
common goal serves to promote the students’ literacy growth and foster a 
professional relationship with the ELL teacher.
Question #8 A Vision of Collaboration
Mrs. Jones likes to see collaboration efforts develop through a formal 
collaboration time with her Title I colleagues. She thinks that adding the classroom 
teachers to the conversation helps to promote collaboration and understanding of 
the ELL student’s developmental needs. The special education program was 
brought up by Mrs. Jones, because she views it as being much more luxurious, yet 
still servicing students who need additional learning supports. As she simply stated, 
“Resources.” She would like to see more resources diverted to the needs of ELL 
students. When it came down to why ELL students do not have more resources, 
like ELL and Title I teachers not having a formal collaboration time, Mrs. Jones 
states, “I also think they don’t have a voice, a political voice, in order to get all of 
the resources.” Mrs. Jones concludes with restating the unfair distribution of 
resources between special education and ELL programs, even though the school has 
more ELL than special education students.
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Mrs. Brown feels that the interview itself is the beginning of the collaboration 
process, because it is asking her to examine and reflect upon the school’s current 
state of practices between the ELL and Title I literacy programs. “I think there is 
that need for more formal collaborative efforts.” She went on to state that the 
research is giving her something to think about and that it will have a position of 
importance.
Mrs. Smith responds by first stating that she is open to the idea and that she 
thinks that it is very successful between her and her Title I colleague, Mrs. Brown. 
At one point, she is hesitant to answer, because her perception is that the ELL 
teacher is accustomed to working by herself. However, she does later state that she 
thinks that Mrs. Jones will be open to the idea of collaboration.
I think we should start up just like go observe each other, watch each other; 
what you’re doing. Like, if  I have a Reading Achievement Program (RAP) 
group or a group that has bilingual students or ELL students in it and her 
come watch me work with them. See what I’m doing with them, and then 
vice-versa, kind of talking about it and looking at the materials we have. I 
think meeting, observing, and just talking about materials, I think this 
guided reading will be good. I’m saying for her to leam/teach the guided 
reading in kindergarten will be a good thing.
According to Mrs. Smith, “It is easier for me to work with other people because this 
position I am in, I do it often.” The additional perception of her own position’s role 
helps to understand how collaboration might unfold between the ELL and Title I 
literacy programs.
In summary, interview question number eight continues to add supporting data 
that helps to answer research question number three. Mrs. Jones thinks that a
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formal collaboration time with her Title I colleagues will help to build similar 
relationships that she enjoys and is able to foster with the mainstream classroom 
teachers. Mrs. Brown continued with her original response from interview protocol 
question number seven, and thinks that the current state of practices, as does Mrs. 
Jones, that occur between the ELL and Title I literacy programs needs to improve 
and take an equitable level of importance along the lines of special education 
resource time. Mrs. Smith thinks that a relationship will be fostered with her ELL 
colleague and that something like that takes time and the coming together of 
personalities. She also appreciates Mrs. Jones’ latter efforts of learning and 
implementing guided reading teaching strategies within the kindergarten classroom.
Question #9: Present and Foreseeable Roadblocks
Mrs. Jones states that some of the foreseeable roadblocks will include time and 
scheduling. She continues her response with a way in which to design collaborative 
program efforts, when she says, “I think if that were available, I think the Title I 
teachers would be open to working with these students or if some type of program 
could be worked out where the beginning students could be in a special group or put 
in with another group.” Obviously, she is concerned how the program will appear 
and unfold.
Mrs. Brown also feels that time will be the most important factor when it comes 
to a roadblock. Again, Mrs. Brown begins to think, just like Mrs. Jones, how the
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program has to be designed in order to more effectively meet the literacy needs of 
the ELL students.
I think that if we were given more time to work more formally together it 
would be very effective. I’m just thinking about how our program currently 
is and I’m thinking that there would have to be some changes. Something 
would have to give. We wouldn’t be able to provide to the students the way 
we are now, if we have to bring on changes like this.
Once again, Mrs. Brown begins to think about how the ELL and Title I teacher 
positions will have to alter. “Maybe our jobs would have to change, so we can 
provide more effectively for these students, more at their instructional level.” The 
teacher’s perception to how change can occur is essential to understanding how to 
remove the aforementioned roadblocks.
Mrs. Smith believes that people might like things to stay the same and that 
change goes against human nature. She stated, “You can get people that don’t work 
well together and that could be a roadblock.” Her next thought continues along the 
same line of logic when she says, “So, yeah, I think that if you’re not used to 
working with someone it might be harder, but I think you can get used to that.” It 
became evident that as the teachers thought about roadblocks they also began to 
think of solutions. As Mrs. Smith perceives roadblocks to change, she begins to 
reflect about human nature and how people in education can become guarded. 
However, she feels that there is a great need to actually see and find out what others 
are doing and how they are working with the ELL students.
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In summary, interview question number nine helps to provide additional data 
support in answering research question number three’s theme of collaboration. All 
three participants feel that present and foreseeable roadblocks include: time to 
collaborate, grouping of students for effective instruction, working with one 
another’s personality and ways of doing things, and the need for curriculum and 
instruction would have to change. The last of the four roadblocks proves to be the 
most interesting because it begins to relate to the teachers’ ability to start imagining 
about how a future program delivery model might look. They do agree that things 
will have to change.
Question #10: Overcoming Roadblocks
Mrs. Jones thinks that more time for collaboration and requiring the Title I 
teachers to work with the students is the most effective ways in which to overcome 
the roadblocks. Once again, she mentions the need to increase state and federal 
funding. As she states, “I do feel it is definitely an underfunded program.” Mrs. 
Jones also mentions that which students that get serviced, by Title I, has always 
been a debate and depends on the personalities involved. “... with any job, 
personality plays such a big part.”
Mrs. Brown believes that one has to be willing to change and collaborate. 
However, she believes it is really good if people are dedicated to working in the 
best interest of the students. “I think you have to be open to it, you have to be open 
to change and the people I work with, I know that’s how they are.” Mrs. Brown
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restates her original beliefs of lifelong learning. “I just think you have to be open to 
change and that our programs are changing. In today’s society with all of these kids 
immigrating to our country, we have to.”
Mrs. Smith explains how to overcome the roadblock of working with guarded 
personalities. She states, “Say, listen, I’m not going to pass judgment, I just want to 
see how you work with the kids to give me some ideas.” Making the person you 
are observing comfortable requires that you acknowledge that what they do is 
important and can benefit your own pedagogy. Mrs. Smith simply states, “You 
have to take baby steps.” She feels that a great deal of time was not necessary, at 
first. “Even if it’s only once a month you work with them, collaborate and get 
together.” She reiterates the idea about creating a non-threatening, conducive 
atmosphere. “Gradually get them to work with someone else.”
In summary, interview question number ten adds the final piece of insight to 
answer research question number three’s theme of collaboration. As the 
participants end with their responses about foreseeable changes to program design, 
in question number nine, they begin to problem-solve possible solutions to 
overcoming the obstacles. They all agree that personalities of colleagues being able 
to collaborate and be open to change are the biggest obstacle to get over. Mrs. 
Smith probably answers the question for the other two participants best when she 
states that working with another individual and developing a trusting relationship 
that allows for critique will take patience and time.
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Summary of Interview Protocol Data
The three central concepts embedded in the research questions included 
collaboration, program designs, and individual growth as they correlate to research 
questions one, two, and three. The ten interview questions generated data that 
demonstrated three emergent themes: camaraderie, professional time, and program 
design. As the participants discussed their personal feelings, thoughts, and views 
concerning collaboration they began this funneling-down effect of what 
collaboration and individual growth really meant and how they played out in the 
practical reality of the school. The notion that camaraderie with one’s peers and 
having the professional time to develop this mutual understanding and ownership of 
one another’s curriculum and instructional practices was at the forefront of their 
conversations. The need to bridge one another’s personality and ownership of 
curriculum and instruction would have to take place before any sort of effective 
program design could be mediated between them. The notion of trust and the time 
that it takes for it to unfold became evident as they each spoke of the successes they 
had fostered with the mainstream classroom teachers over the years. Defining and 
finding these natural resources within their own teaching characteristics would be 
that common bond or strength that would give credence to any effective 
collaborative efforts. Thus, the official program document review provided a 
backdrop to the researcher’s understanding of just how the teacher’s own view of 
how she should service ELL students and what the official records dictate, and 
proved to be a telling exercise in the art of interpretation.
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Official Document Data Findings
The next section provides detailed official school district program 
documentation of both the ELL and Title I literacy programs. The purpose is to 
understand official program goals and objectives. Also, the document data findings 
describe any program articulation, collaboration, or development of a professional 
learning community. Review of the official document data helps to provide a better 
understanding of the framework under which both programs were created. The 
official view is an important aspect to understanding the design and implementation 
of the services offered to ELL students through the two programs.
Title I Program Goals and Objectives
The goals and objectives of the school district’s official Title I program are 
described in a forty-four-page binder entitled, “Wonder School Title I Reading 
Program.” The opening page begins with a preface that explains the program’s 
eligibility.
Title I funds are based upon the number of low income students within the 
district, generated by the US Census taken each ten years. The funds 
received by the district are targeted at the school or schools that have the 
highest incidence of poverty, as determined by the students qualifying for 
free and reduced lunches. In District 2000, Wonder School has been 
targeted for Title I funding. (Wonder School, Title I/RAP Reading Program 
Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The opening page goes on to explain what the program goals and objectives are.
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The Title I program provides supplemental instructional services in reading 
and language arts for students in Kindergarten through fifth grade. Through 
the use of needs assessments during preschool screenings, teacher and 
parent surveys, and from general achievement test data, Wonder School 
staff have determined that reading and language arts are the areas of the 
curriculum most in need of early intervention and remediation. Title I 
services are divided into two phases: Early intervention for K-2 (Reading 
Achievement Program -  RAP) and remedial assistance for students in 
grades 3-5. (Wonder School, Title I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum 
Guide, 2004)
By the end of the first page of the program description, the main purpose for the 
program is clearly stated. The author of the document, the former ELL and Title I 
coordinator, refers to language intervention and cultural differences as a key factor 
to the need for providing the program at Wonder School.
Most recent rises in the number of youngsters with language needs gave 
impetus to the creation of RAP at Wonder School. With more youngsters in 
need of language intervention, and a rise in the cultural differences among 
the student population in our primary grades, it seemed prudent to provide 
support for children in the early stages of literacy development. (Wonder 
School, Title I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The author continues to describe the need to justify the importance of providing 
reading support services at the youngest ages.
RAP at Wonder School maintains an early literacy intervention focus, with 
emphasis placed upon at risk kindergarten, first and second grade students. 
These youngsters demonstrate language needs that have limited experiences 
with print. With RAP we can target these youngsters before the learning to 
read process becomes more labored and unproductive. With this 
intervention we hope to provide a system that will allow the youngsters to 
provide toward literacy independence. (Wonder School, Title I/RAP 
Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
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The official program guide describes the characteristics of students who would be 
targeted with Title I reading services. “Students who are selected for this program 
are reading below grade level, as determined by formal and informal tests and 
assessments. They are considered at risk for failure in the literacy process.” The 
official program guide then lists sixteen guiding principles. Several of these 
guiding principles vaguely refer to ELL students; for example,
We believe that the purpose of a dynamic program is to experimentally 
synthesize current research, personal creativity and common sense to 
positively affect student learning. A successful program adapts to and meets 
the needs of the changing population it is serving. (Wonder School, Title 
I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
Interestingly, the official program document concedes and postulates ideas that are 
based upon the Ten Proven Principles for Teaching Reading, by the U.S. 
Department of Education (1993). The principles are stated in such a fashion as to 
apply to all children.
The program guide’s second section, entitled Selection Process, focuses on how 
children qualify for Title I reading services. The first subsection identifies the 
selection process for kindergarten students.
Generally, these students are considered ready to begin the learning to read 
process and possess emergent skills that may need additional reinforcement 
to ensure later success in learning to read. Approximately 25% of the 
students in each class will receive RAP interventions. (Wonder School, Title 
I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
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The next part o f the selection process section focuses on the selection process for 
first grade students. The selection qualifications are slightly different than 
kindergarten.
Students for first grade service are chosen as a result of the need for 
continued service as determined by the end of the year Kindergarten RAP 
assessments. New students for the program shall be chosen after the results 
of the first grade ISEL and Developmental Spelling (Morris) are known. 
Generally, the first grade RAP students are those who score below the 
average of the classes on the Developmental Spelling Test. (Wonder School, 
Title TRAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The final piece of the selection process section concludes with the selection process 
for second through fifth grade students.
Generally, the Title I students score below the 40%ile on the standardized 
tests, and /or can be reading one-half year or more below grade level. 
Screening for these students include a variety of assessments that identify 
strengths and weaknesses. (Wonder School, Title I/RAP Reading Program 
Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The next section of the program guide is entitled: Service Delivery Models. The 
service delivery models are, once again, structured on kindergarten, first grade, and 
second through fifth grade. The kindergarten part states,
Kindergarten students will meet with the RAP teacher individually or in 
small groups twice each week. Each lesson will focus on the child’s 
strengths and guide them with beginning reading skills. Lessons will focus 
on alphabet recognition, letter/sound relationships, phonemic awareness, 
concepts of print, vocabulary and other basic reading concepts. (Wonder 
School, Title TRAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The first grade part of the service delivery model section states,
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In October, a set group of students is targeted and begins meeting with the 
RAP teacher individually or in small groups for 30 minutes, four or five 
times each week. This time is in addition to the classroom reading 
instruction. Thus, each lesson and the path to each child will be different. 
This has been found to be the most efficient approach for early intervention. 
(Wonder School, Title I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The last part of the service delivery model focuses on second through fifth grade 
students and states,
Generally, students met with the Title I teacher in small grade level groups, 
four or five times per week in one-half hour sessions. In some cases, the 
Title I teacher might work the classroom teachers and other specialists, to 
provide a flexible delivery system for the regular reading program. (Wonder 
School, Title I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
The final section of the program guide addresses parent involvement.
An important aspect of the Title I program involves encouraging parent 
involvement and providing parent education opportunities. RAP/Title I 
teachers provide parents with strategies to be utilized during home-reading 
activities. They give suggestions for enriching the reading environment at 
home. (Wonder School, Title I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 
2004)
Understanding the program’s specific details enables the researcher to ascertain a 
clear understanding of the official program view and how it might differ from the 
Title I teacher’s perception of program goals and objectives. A thorough review of 
the program’s design will allow the researcher to code and find general themes and 
threads as they relate to the interview data and the official stated program goals.
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ELL Program Goals and Objectives
In a similar fashion, understanding the official program goals and objectives of 
the ELL program will allow the researcher to provide a complete picture of what is 
actually being carried out in the school environment as compared to official 
program guide design. However, the goal of the findings is not to provide accolade, 
fault, or blame; it is to create a complete picture of the official version of ELL 
student literacy program design. The information presented here is in its original 
form and unaltered by interpretation. The presentation of the data is to serve as an 
understanding to the reader and researcher of how program design is envisioned and 
perhaps is eventually carried out. The official program guide is a result of an ELL 
curriculum assessment committee’s work that occurred in the 2003-2004 school 
year. The 179-page resource guide is broken into seven sections that include: 
program overview, assessment, forms, instruction, language handbook, materials, 
and professional standards. Besides the creation of classroom forms, only ten pages 
are the official school district’s ELL program’s goal and objectives. All of the other 
pages are a conglomeration of materials borrowed from the Illinois Resource Center 
and the WIDA Consortium. Both agencies act as consultative members of the 
Illinois State Board of Education’s English Language Learning Division.
According to the official district ELL curriculum guide, ELL elementary 
instruction includes the following components: “students meet in grade level 
groups; instruction aimed at developing English grammar; vocabulary and 
communication skills, some instruction in concepts from content areas” (CUSD
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2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004). The guide also 
describes regular classroom instruction of ELL students that includes: “students 
integrated into the mainstream, English only classes; some assistance from the ESL 
teacher in the content areas” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004). The program model is described as both a pull-out and 
push-in instructional support. The program model is also defined by three aspects: 
“appropriate for a diverse population of language minority students; trained ESL 
teachers; students have varying levels of English proficiency” (CUSD 2000 English 
as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004).
The next section of the program asks ten questions that describe the program and 
process. The very first question states, “What is the ESL program?” “The ESL 
program is designed for students who are in the process of acquiring academic and 
social English skills. It is considered to be a Transitional Program of Instruction 
(TPI) in Community Unit School District 2000.” The second question is twofold 
and goes on to ask, “What is the major goal of the program? What are the general 
objectives related to that goal?”
The major goal of the program is to prepare non-English speaking students 
to be successful in the regular classroom setting. We aim to achieve this 
goal by : Improving the English skills of the learner; teaching the skills to 
enable the students to listen, speak, read and write at grade level; and 
increasing the students’ abilities to learn and work independently in English 
speaking classrooms. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004)
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The next salient question related to the research asks, “How does the ESL program 
provide access to the content area curriculum?” “ESL teachers consult with 
classroom teachers at all levels to enhance content area curriculum. Time is 
provided on a daily basis for students to receive assistance with academic 
assignments” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 
2004).
The policy manual then explains how identification of ELL students occurs in 
two forms. First, the school district is responsible for providing a Home Language 
Survey, under Illinois State School Code. Second, a nationally norm-referenced 
language proficiency tool is used for L2 or English language learning students. The 
test provides insight into the students’ listening, speaking, reading, and writing 
skills. If a student scores below the fiftieth percentile he or she is considered non- 
English proficient or limited English proficient and can receive services. Prior to 
the introduction of the WIDA Consortium’s new ACCESS W-2 screener, ESL 
teachers relied on the Language Assessment Scales Test (LAS). The ACCESS is 
considered to have a larger norm-referenced reliability measure. Even if  a student 
scores above the fiftieth percentile cutoff, he or she can still be recommended for 
English as a Second Language Services.
As part of the program guide, there is an assessment scale used to provide 
parents of ELL students an understanding of their student’s proficiency in English. 
The assessment scale also acts as a way of charting the students’ progress over their 
years while being serviced through the ELL program.
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Beginning: Students at this level begin to read and understand short, simple 
text supported by illustrations or personal experiences. Students begin to 
communicate ideas in writing through word lists, phrases, or simple 
sentences. Strengthening: Students at this level read and understand simple 
text supported by illustrations or personal experiences. They maintain a 
focus in writing through simple or repetitive language. Expanding: Students 
at this level read text with increasing understanding or abstract or unfamiliar 
content. They communicate ideas in writing with increased detail, 
organization, and variety of language. Transitioning: Students at this level 
read and understand an increasingly broad range of materials required for 
academic success. They communicate ideas with control of language and 
writing features required for academic success. (CUSD 2000 English as A 
Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
Segregation of student achievement is repeated throughout the manual, in order to 
align to program benchmarks and standardized test measure scales.
The fourth section of the program guide pertains to instruction. Provided that 
the ELL teachers understand how to work with ELL students, this part of the 
manual was designed for assisting the regular classroom teacher with the necessary 
techniques needed to ensure ELL students’ comfortable within the regular 
classroom setting. The first page states:
Increase wait time: Give students time to think and process language; 
Simplify your language: Use as few words as possible. Emphasize and 
repeat important words and verbs; Respond to the message: Even if 
grammar isn’t perfect, if  you understand what the student is trying to say, 
respond. Don’t explicitly correct the student; Model correct usage: If the 
student responds with incorrect grammar, acknowledge the response, then 
repeat it, modeling correct grammar; Don’t force reticent students to speak: 
Ask them that they respond, perhaps by pointing, answering yes or no, or 
choosing among two options; Demonstrate and use manipulatives: Hold up 
pictures, real items, act it out, or draw it. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second 
Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
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The following instruction page is pretty much a reiteration of Sullivan (1992) and is 
a source borrowed from Natural Valley CUSD 3000. This page provides additional 
recommendations for working with ESL students, by providing a list of general 
classroom accommodations.
Increase visual prompts -  pictures, models, writing lists, definitions, etc.; 
Provide examples of completed projects (oral or written); Provide video 
guides at least one day prior to viewing a video; Print (instead of cursive) 
the essential information on chalkboards or overhead transparencies for 
students and refer to it throughout instruction; Shorten assignment length to 
include critical information only; Indicate on tests the most important 
questions for students to answer (essential understanding); Extend time 
given to complete in-class assignments, quizzes and tests; utilize and apply 
reading strategies; make classroom dictionaries of subject-area words; 
Encourage student use of a dictionary to translate from English to native 
languages; Arrange a signal for ESL students when you begin to use 
language not directly related to the subject (personal ideas, jokes, etc.). 
(CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
The necessary components of classroom instructional support for ELL students 
continue along with references to adapting mainstream pedagogical practices to the 
needs of the ELL student.
The third portion of the ELL program guide is a list of 62 instructional 
approaches and strategies that can be used within the regular classroom setting. 
Finally, the last twelve pages of the section entitled instruction are downloaded 
internet files from the IRC. The pages provide a series of methods and strategies 
for ELL students. The documents begin with a review of the most common method 
of ELL instruction named the Audio-lingual Approach. The IRC does not 
recommend the use of this method as an effective means of instruction, because it is
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not enthusiastic over its repetitive drills and focus on memorization. Instead, the 
article describes the Natural Approach. “The Natural Approach to ESL is based on 
theories that perceive the learner as capable of constructing meaning from authentic 
learning situations” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum 
Binder, 2004). However, the article goes on to discuss the importance of another 
approach.
Current research supports ESL instruction that reflects the content-based 
approach. English as a second language is taught through academic content 
areas. Rather than developing a traditional ESL program that is focused on 
the language needed for social interactions and/or the structure o f language, 
this method focuses on academic content. Instructors focus on the key 
principles and concepts aligned with state goals and standards. They use 
diverse modalities such as visuals and hands-on activities, simpler language, 
extensive modeling, reading strategies, adapted readings, graphic organizers, 
multiculturalism and so forth to help make the most important academic 
content comprehensible. Language skills including survival language and 
the structure of the language, develop as children work on math, social 
studies, science or language arts at their appropriate age and grade levels. 
Content-based ESL shares the theoretical premises of the Natural Approach 
but places the instructional focus on age-appropriate curriculum rather than 
a wider range of natural situations. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second 
Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
The following section refers to working with students who have no English 
language acquisition at all. The program guide begins to take on the task of 
providing detailed information about each subsequent approach that is mentioned. 
The guide is a straightforward copy and download of the IRC’s recommendations 
of strategies found to be the most effective for ELL student achievement.
Since many newcomers have no English skills, all instructional input must 
be accompanied with objects, actions, demonstrations, or visuals. Total
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Physical Response is the place to start with those students who speak no 
English. Language Experience Approach, a reading method for all students, 
but particularly useful for students with very limited language skills 
provides a meaningful way for students to read text that they themselves 
have produced orally. Use of visuals is also an obvious place to start, but it 
is important to use visuals in ways that promote higher level thinking 
whenever possible. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004)
This section concludes with two pages focused on the outlook of mainstream 
classroom teachers towards new ELL students in their classrooms. “One of the 
most profound variables that will determine the success of student newcomers to 
the United States, particularly those with no English skills and/or limited schooling, 
is the degree of acceptance and respect they experience from their first teacher(s)” 
(CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004). The rest of 
the article goes onto state what strategies the teacher can provide in the classroom 
to make school a rewarding and worthwhile experience. In regard to reading, the 
IRC recommends, “Teach phonics in context with comprehensible words. If using 
a phonics program, use materials that were developed for students learning English 
as a second language” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum 
Binder, 2004). Interestingly enough, the remainder of the instructional section 
focuses on adjusting how assessments are used with ELL students.
The next section of the curriculum guide, entitled the Language Handbook, is a 
seventy-seven-page program guide developed by Illinois State Board of Education 
(ISBE) Language Proficiency Committee of the Bilingual Assessment Advisory 
Panel. “The Language Proficiency Handbook is intended to provide guidance in
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how to capture students’ language proficiency in reliable and valid ways through 
instructional assessment activities” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004). I found that in regard to reading the handbook provided 
a detailed rubric to measure ELL student competency. The title of the rubric is, 
Student Strategies Demonstrated in the Acquisition of Reading. According to the 
IRC,
The following student strategies may be incorporated into reading 
instruction and noted in reading assessment. This list may be converted into 
a checklist to be used independently or to determine the level of strategic 
use that corresponds to the Early Reading Rubric. Pre-Reader: Holds and 
handles books properly; Recognizes (left to right) directionality in reading; 
Identifies pictographs and some environmental print; Emergent Reader: 
Checks titles and authors; Makes logical letter/sound connections; Relies on 
memory and predictability to read; Connects reading with speaking and 
writing; Developing Reader: Uses illustrations or graphics to help construct 
meaning; Makes self-corrections when reading orally; Utilizes multiple 
cuing systems (semantic, syntactic, and graphophonic) when reading; 
Locates words and phrases in text; Expanding Reader: Applies first 
language and background experiences to enhance comprehension; Reads 
bold print as a preview; Uses context clues to infer meaning; Observes 
punctuation when reading orally; Competent Reader: Makes and verifies 
predictions; Stops to summarize what has been read; Uses sentence structure 
clues to infer meaning; Strong Reader: Skims and scans material; Rereads 
material as a self-check; Synthesizes, interprets, and applies information 
gained through reading. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004)
The curriculum guide then abruptly provides a section of classroom materials that 
can be purchased for ELL student instruction. The twelve pages are part of a 
downloaded document from the IRC website.
The final section of the curriculum guide is entitled Professional Standards. This 
entire section is comprised of a document developed by the WIDA Consortium,
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which includes the states of Wisconsin, Delaware, Arkansas, District of Colombia, 
Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Illinois. The document is 
thirty-five pages in length and is entitled, English Language Proficiency Standards 
for English Language Learners in Kindergarten through Grade 12: Overview of 
Large-Scale State and Classroom Assessment. The document professes to address 
the needs of developing standards that will keep ELL students in alignment with 
state and national testing proficiency standards. The goal is simply stated in a 
paragraph that outlines the need for the ACCESS Test assessment tool.
Language proficiency assessment, in large part, has not remained apace with 
changing teaching practices for our English language learners. We need to 
retool existing language proficiency assessment measures to match the 
pedagogical shift to content-based instruction. English language proficiency 
standards guide the development of test blueprints, task specifications, and 
English language proficiency measures. Thus, language proficiency 
standards are the first step in the construction of reliable and valid 
assessment tools. We must create rigorous language proficiency standards 
as the anchor of a sound assessment system for English language learners. 
(CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
Summary of Official School District Program Documents
The purpose of looking at the documentation is to serve as a reference between 
officially stated program goals and objectives and the teachers’ understanding of 
program goals and objectives. The most important data that can be gleaned from 
the official program documentation is the lack of specifics in relationship to how 
the Title I program is to meet the curricular and instructional needs of the ELL 
student. Also, the lack of specific detail related to the fundamental aspect of actual
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teaching helps to explain the lack of collaboration between the two programs, since 
there is nothing officially stated to address the issue of two programs that service 
the same students yet do not employ the same materials or necessarily all the same 
instructional strategies and techniques. The fundamental understanding that can be 
correlated between the interview data and the school district’s official program 
documentation is that there is a great deal of room for interpretation due to the lack 
of guidance that the program guides offer between the working relationship of the 
two sets of program specialists. The following chapter will explore how, what, and 
if  there are any connections from the official program documentation that can help 
to inform collaboration between the ELL and Title I program curriculum and 
instructional designs. The three emergent themes of program design, camaraderie, 
and professional time will be tied back to the notion of what the official program 
documentation implies and what the teachers interpret as their role with the ELL 
student through the delivery of their curriculum and instructional design model.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to understand how curriculum and instruction 
program design can be developed between English language learner (ELL), 
transitional program of instruction (TPI), and Title I reading specialist teachers 
using a collaborative program design model. Understanding the interview data of 
the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views as they relate to a collaborative 
curriculum and instruction program design will help to inform current school 
practices on how to provide more interrelated services to meet the needs of ELL 
students. The expertise and knowledge of the teachers will be used to inform the 
study’s underlying question of how collaboration can occur between two programs 
meant to serve the needs of students with little or no literacy skills. The hope of the 
study is that through understanding the specialist teachers’ perspectives on how 
they see collaborative efforts unfolding between their two programs, an improved 
program design will arise to meet the needs unique to the literacy acquisition of 
ELL students.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a thorough analysis and discussion of 
the data results. The first section will provide a presentation of the significant
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themes generated from the study, in an effort to answer and inform the three 
research questions that guided the study. The findings of the study will then be 
related back to the relevant literature in the field and discussed in terms of how the 
findings converged or diverged with the relevant literature from the fields of 
English language learning (ELL) and curriculum and instruction. I will then go on 
to present an explanation of conclusions drawn from the data analysis findings. The 
second section will then provide a discussion of implications facing stakeholders 
and what needs to be done to bring about a successful ELL learning community.
The third and final section will discuss recommendations for future practice and 
research within the fields of ELL and Curriculum and Instruction.
Discussion of Findings
Three core themes emerged from the participants’ coded interview data in 
relation to each program’s official stated objectives and how they each perceived 
program collaboration occurring among the transitional program of instruction 
(TPI) and Title I literacy programs: Camaraderie, Program Design, and Professional 
Time. These three themes ensued from an explicit need described by each of the 
three individual teachers. The three emergent core themes are listed hierarchically. 
The first theme, camaraderie, was the most prevalent and important of the three 
core emergent themes, since it is reiterated throughout each interview participant’s 
response and official program document data. The second is program design, 
which has more frequency within the first three interview questions. The last o f the
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emergent themes is entitled professional time, and has overarching practical and 
symbolic meaning for program change. The practical aspect of this theme is actual 
physical time itself; to collaboratively meet with another individual. The other 
aspect of this theme represents symbolic time, where program change and 
individuals’ attitudes, perceptions, training, and personal growth occur within and 
without the school day, month, or year(s). One might begin to think how such 
disconnection originally occurred and how each program evolved independently of 
one another. However, that is not the intent o f this research analysis. The true 
purpose resides in answering the relevant research questions and hopefully in 
providing explanations and understandings to prevent present and future Title I and 
TPI programs from repeating similar disjoint practices that are not conducive to 
collaborative efforts that would benefit the needs of ELL students. The findings 
will be discussed in terms of the three themes: Camaraderie, Program Design, and 
Professional Time.
Research Questions & Reporting of Data
Before discussing the three major themes arising from this study, it is necessary 
to revisit how the research questions relate back to each of the three emergent 
themes. (See Table 2.)
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Table 2. Emergent Themes and Research Questions





1. How do ELL and Title 
I reading specialist 
teachers collaborate to 
support ELL student 
achievement?
2. How do the ELL and 
Title I programs 
support one another’s 
curriculum and 
instruction?
3. How do ELL and Title 
I reading specialist 




2. How do the ELL and 
Title I programs 
support one another’s 
curriculum and 
instruction?
Professional Time Physical -  Purposeful 
Temporal -  
Meaningful
3. How do ELL and Title 
I reading specialist 
teachers learn to 
collaborate?
Camaraderie
The lack thereof or the need to develop camaraderie between the teachers of the 
two separate programs became abundantly clear in the interview data. Camaraderie 
was chosen as the term for this primary theme based on the work of Deborah Meier 
(2002).
The question I put before us at Mission Hill that first year was, how can we 
take on the responsibility of learning from each other collectively; how can
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we go in and out of each other’s rooms and get information, as well as give 
feedback -  even tough feedback -  about what we observe? How can we 
look at student work in ways that allow us to help our colleagues do stronger 
work? How can what we observe feed the schoolwide conversation? How 
do we put it together so that we can rethink our practices rather than just 
making each other uneasy? Not unfamiliar questions for all teachers, 
although the setting for getting the answers might be. (p. 64)
Camaraderie has several keys aspects that form its sum. Camaraderie, fellowship, 
trust, and solidarity are all part of what is needed to create an open exchange of 
materials, resources, ideas, and feedback between any two individuals. This 
overarching theme was repeated in numerous responses and helped to clarify why 
program collaboration may have never found a foothold in the first place. Of 
course, this all relates back to Meier’s (2002) original tenet that a community of 
learners evolves from all adults sharing a sense of involvement with one another 
and all students. While the teacher participants in this study spoke as caring 
individuals with regard to all students and expressed the desire to collaborate, their 
programs developed independently of one another and remained that way. The 
analysis of the findings provided here considers how the aspect of trust converges 
or diverges in considering how collaboration might be developed between ELL and 
Title I teachers and programs. The theme of camaraderie was found throughout the 
coded reported data found in all ten interview questions. Interestingly, the coding 
of the data undermined my original perception that only particular questions would 
pertain to specific research questions. The concept of camaraderie usurped this 
original prediction; camaraderie permeated each one of the interview and research 
questions and lay at the foundation of what collaboration was and how it would
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occur. The key aspects that best explain the emergent theme of camaraderie 
revealed by the data are: Fellowship, Trust, and Solidarity.
Camaraderie: Fellowship
The most telling piece of information that emerged from the data was the lack of 
camaraderie between the ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers. Instruction of 
ELL students cannot occur independently with specialists working in isolation 
(Kang, 1994; Pinnell et al., 1994). However, the level of camaraderie among the 
specialists in the two programs had not created the fellowship necessary to openly 
exchange curriculum materials and resources that would aid in benefiting one 
another’s instruction of ELL students’ reading achievement. It would behoove all 
teachers to know something about ELL student language literacy instruction 
(Cummins, 1999a; Krashen, 1998; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Developing the 
necessary school climate in which the specialist teachers can facilitate this sharing 
of materials and resources is tantamount to their sharing their instructional expertise 
in regards to reading instructional strategies and techniques. Program collaboration 
is effective when individuals take on the responsibility to inform and change the 
school culture of best practices in second language instruction (Au & Scheu, 1996; 
Cummins, 1999; Krashen, 1997; Wong Fillmore et al., 2000). A natural need to 
include curriculum resources and instructional support must develop when aligning 
both programs goals and objectives. The official ELL/TPI program guide states,
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The major goal of the program is to prepare non-English speaking students 
to be successful in the regular classroom setting. We aim to achieve this 
goal by: Improving the English skills of the learner; teaching the skills to 
enable the students to listen, speak, read, and write at grade level; and 
increasing the students’ abilities to learn and work independently in English 
speaking classrooms. (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004)
As the official Title I program guide states,
Most recent rises in the number of youngsters with language needs gave 
impetus to the creation of RAP at Wonder School. With more youngsters in 
need o f language intervention, and rise in cultural differences among student 
population in our primary grades, it seemed prudent to provide support for 
children in early stages of literacy development. (Wonder School, Title 
I/RAP Reading Program Curriculum Guide, 2004)
Although both programs have similar stated goals and objectives, they do not 
necessarily occur that way in the real world. The official documents tout a 
wonderful progression of organizational collaboration in support of ELL students’ 
primary need to read English. Within one building there are two program guides 
with overlapping program goals, but they do not contribute to the collaboration in 
the form of camaraderie between the ELL and Title I teachers. All of this becomes 
rather ironic when we examine how both program goals state the need to provide 
reading skills for ELL students and yet collaboration, in the form of camaraderie, is 
not evident in the teachers’ everyday practice in regards to program services for 
ELL students. Teachers can be trained to meet the needs of ELL students with the 
school (Au & Scheu, 1996; Wong Filmore & Snow, 2000).
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Camaraderie: Trust
Finding a way in which the teachers of both programs can support one another’s 
curriculum and instruction is an extremely important gap that needs to be bridged. 
The lack of trust in one another’s ability, knowledge, and skill to deliver appropriate 
literacy between the teachers in both programs only further demonstrates the need 
to promote camaraderie that would allow an exchange of curriculum and 
instructional practices between the two programs. Classroom environments need to 
employ multiple modalities of instruction that connect with ELL students’ ability to 
promote literacy skill and strategy development (Au & Carroll, 1997; Valencia et 
al., 1990; Wong Fillmore, 1990,2000). Amazingly, none of the teachers used or 
knew of materials each used for the instruction of ELL students. Developing a 
program that meets the needs of ELL students takes putting the right resources and 
appropriate amount of time towards the ELL student’s exposure to appropriate 
curriculum and instruction resources (Cummins, 1999b). In order to converge on 
the necessary learning that has to take place between the ELL and Title I Reading 
teachers, camaraderie has to be a factor between the programs. Instructors of ELL 
students need to be knowledgeable and support the appropriate skill and strategy 
development within the classroom if they are to adjust and understand how ELL 
students develop their language acquisition (Collier, 1987; Cummins, 1999b; 
Krashen, 2000; Wong Fillmore et al., 2000). Upon examining the official ELL 
program curriculum guide, it became apparent that particular best practice 
assessment strategies, if  shared among colleagues, would be helpful in providing
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the Title I teachers with important data on beginning ELL readers. The IRC section 
of the ELL handbook provides a detailed understanding of how to assess ELL 
students and what materials can be purchased for them. However, there is a lack of 
trust even with all of the program materials in place. The failure of camaraderie 
inhibits each program from helping the other. What further complicates matters is 
Mrs. Jones’ view of herself and how the other teachers perceive her role and use 
her. She pointed out that there is no formal collaboration time for the ELL and Title 
I teachers and that she feels like she only serves in the role of translator between the 
Title I teachers and the ELL student’s parents. The need for more collaboration 
time concerning ELL students would be something she would like to see and felt 
that Title I should have final say over which ELL students receive Title I services. 
Mrs. Jones’ views echo those of Denton et al. (2003): “Everyone in the school is 
part of the effort to have all students reading at grade level or better” (p. 260). The 
lack of camaraderie becomes a familiar theme as the colleagues speak about their 
relationship as distant and, at best, centered on superficial information.
Yet the potential for deeper collaboration is present; as Jaeger (1996) stated, 
“Reading specialists can use their knowledge of literacy learning to inform their 
role as collaborative consultants” (p. 624). Camaraderie is an overlapping 
component found in the literature and official program documentation. According 
to the official program curriculum guide, “ESL teachers consult with classroom 
teachers at all levels to enhance content area curriculum” (CUSD 2000 English as A 
Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004). There is even a section within the
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program guide that lists instructional strategies that classroom teachers should use 
to adapt their instruction to meet the needs of ELL students. While Mrs. Jones 
reported extensive collaboration with general classroom teachers that is consistent 
with these provisions within the ESL program guide, it seems that, in practice, 
“classroom teachers” does not include Title I teachers. According to Henwood 
(1999/2000), “In any form, collaboration is sharing, using, and reflecting on 
people’s insights and expertise in order to improve pedagogical practice so as to 
promote student learning” (p. 316). The need to have camaraderie is apparent and 
yet so is the addition of a trusting relationship that allows for peer-coaching. 
Quatroche et al. (2001) declared, “Reading specialists often feel unprepared to 
assume this responsibility, and in some cases may be unprepared to handle the 
complexity of working not only with students with difficulties, but also with 
difficult teachers” (p. 292). Fortunately, none of the teachers are difficult to work 
with. However, it is important to note how personality can play a factor in 
camaraderie and collaborative efforts, especially in a small school. Lyons et al. 
(1993) explained that social interactions between reading specialist teachers and 
their colleagues takes time, due to the need to design a common understanding of 
how literacy instruction should occur. The teacher participants’ responses seemed to 
reflect agreement with Henwood’s (1999/2000) definition of collaboration, but they 
acknowledged that they had not achieved this level of collaboration in practice.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
162
Camaraderie: Solidarity
Understanding how each teacher perceived her collaborative efforts provided 
another backdrop that only added to the emergence of the theme of camaraderie. 
There is a limited sense of solidarity among the three teachers, but this does not 
extend to deep knowledge about, or sharing of insights and materials into each 
other’s programs. As Pinnell et al. (1994) believed, successful staff development 
programs were focused upon collaborative relationship of teachers’ pedagogical 
practices and instructional strategies. The transferability of their curriculum 
resources and instructional strategies is still a possibility, as long as there is 
sufficient program time allocated for them to collaborate with one another. As one 
begins to examine the data, it becomes rather evident that camaraderie cannot exist 
due to time constraints due to scheduling. As Henwood (1999/2000) stated, “While 
the focus is on improving student learning, collaboration sparks ideas between 
colleagues, invigorates these professionals, and ultimately improves their teaching” 
(p. 316). In order to develop a greater sense of camaraderie among one another, 
one would have to begin to consider why the three specialists never had their 
schedules aligned with one another.
In keeping with solidarity, Mrs. Jones was rather excited about the prospect of 
ELL students having additional advocates. As Pinnell et al. (1994) believed, 
successful staff development programs were focused upon collaborative 
relationship of teachers’ pedagogical practices and instructional strategies. “Maybe 
it is the curriculum. Maybe the curriculum needs to change. Maybe there are some
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better curriculums out there, too, for ELL students” (Mrs. Brown, personal 
communication, September 8,2006). The data was unmistakably indicating that 
ELL and Title I teachers had not worked together and yet wanted to, but it just had 
not been a priority or part of the previous school culture. Again, one can see a 
sense of meeting, of needing camaraderie, to ensure a transfer of knowledge and 
meaning. These specialists lack the one key component that would make their 
ability to collaborate possible -  time.
The two main roadblocks to solidarity were trust and scheduling time. Mrs. 
Smith went onto begin hypothesizing how to design a separate pullout program for 
newly arrived ELL students, if the ELL and Title I teachers’ schedules could be 
arranged to allow for collaboration. It should be noted, that at Wonder School, all 
specialist teachers formulate their own schedules except for when they push-in to 
mainstream classrooms, to teach guided reading groups, three times a week. 
Solidarity began to appear prominently in the data once again, as the teachers 
formulated plans on how they could restructure their day to work with one another 
and improve the reading instruction provided to ELL students. Mrs. Smith looked 
at human nature and wondered how personalities could affect a system looking to 
more collaborative efforts. Giroux (1994) argued that our current educational 
system of standardized accountability has taken planning and collaboration out of 
the hands of teachers. However, a strong argument can be made that developing 
collaborative environments that focus on what the teachers express, as camaraderie, 
is actually very real and alive in our school cultures. But, one must make available
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the resources and time needed to overcome these obstacles. One way in which 
teachers can do it is by developing camaraderie.
Based on the principle that learning evolves from constructing new 
understanding, Joseph et al. (2000) felt that the curriculum cultures of Developing 
Self and Spirit and Constructing Understanding resided in the notion that teachers 
influenced one another and the learner through interaction that involved an 
exchange of ideas. This view of collaboration could attest to the notion of what 
Mrs. Brown believed when she thought that people have to be open to the idea and 
that their personality and beliefs will affect how well and their willingness to 
collaborate. The concept of solidarity that must be fostered in order to build a 
strong collaborative effort is essential to the theme of camaraderie. Yet, within all 
of these voices, the clear theme of camaraderie arises again and again, as if  that 
most precious of human interactions had been lost due to the other two emergent 
themes of Program Design and Professional Time.
Summary of Camaraderie
Camaraderie’s thematic evolution throughout the interview data provided 
specific feedback that directly correlated to each of the research questions. In 
understanding research questions number one, two, and three the participants found 
multiple opportunities to reiterate the same thematic sentiment. Collaboration was 
not their solution, but rather a goal that could be arrived at through forming a close, 
professional relationship with a colleague that involves fellowship, trust, and
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understanding. As related to the work of Meier (2003), the participants understood 
organizational change through the foundational goal of working with one another 
for the benefit of all, including ELL students. As the participants’ responses 
indicated, there is a general organizational goal of supporting all students, but the 
truest and most effective path is having time to work and support one another. The 
emergent theme of camaraderie best serves to reiterate this concept, for it harkens 
thoughts of a relationship that relies more on individual emotional and intellectual 
support than overall collegiality that adds formality to relationship building. 
Camaraderie is more carefree and nonjudgmental, and therefore more indicative of 
the easy and more straightforward relationship building to serve a specific need for 
selfless reasons. Thus, building a community of teachers serving the needs of 
students with specific learning needs helps to encapsulate the overall feeling and 
spirit of the teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and views. Supporting one another and 
one another’s curriculum and instruction would have to occur through an evolution 
of understanding and mediating fellowship, trust, and solidarity with one another’s 
program’s curricular and instructional design. The purpose of the next section is to 
discuss how program design is at the heart of this evolutionary process and the 
recognized need by the participants to rethink their own program design in meeting 
the needs of ELL students.
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Program Design
The other emergent theme that came out of the data and directly diverged from the 
literature and official program document review was program design. The lack of 
camaraderie has created a ripple effect in the heart of the organization. The 
organization has no sense of collaboration with respect to its ELL/TPI and Title I 
Reading programs, because the fundamental tenets and philosophy of those 
programs had been ignored for the sake of individual program design and 
scheduling/time needs that will be addressed in a later section. The development of 
any effective program is based on the ability of the teacher to be reflective and have 
a strong knowledge of the program material (Joseph et al., 2000). In this case, the 
Title I teachers were unaware of the ELL program design as was the ELL teacher of 
the Title I program design. Understanding one another’s knowledge bases will take 
time, but most importantly, the time to collaborate and construct understanding with 
one another. Program design refers to the actual curriculum and instruction used to 
inform specific development of ELL student literacy achievement. The two key 
aspects of program design that rose from the data analysis were: Knowledge and 
Mastery.
The following two subsections will address the need for teachers to have 
knowledge and mastery over the curriculum and instruction that they provide to 
ELL students. In addition to the data analysis, each subsection will support the 
emergent theme of program design through relevance to and throughout the review 
of literature.
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Program Design: Knowledge
Divergence from the relevant review of literature began to immediately 
materialize, as respondents, specifically the Title I teachers, began explaining how 
Title I program services are used to meet the needs of ELL students. Mrs. Jones 
provided specific details that related to best practices in supporting ELL student 
literacy design according to research (Au & Scheu, 1996; Au et al., 1997; Cho et 
al., 2005; Cummins, 1991; Cummins, 1999b; Krashen, 1998, 2002; Valencia et al., 
1990; Wong Fillmore, 1990,2000). However, when it came to the Title I teachers’ 
responses, there was a more loose definition on how Title I provides service to ELL 
students. In latter parts of our interview, Mrs. Brown did admit that planning for 
ELLs was a tough process and that the Title I program does not combine materials 
or instructional strategies and techniques of the ELL program. As Wong Fillmore 
et al. (2000) stated, too few teachers are aware of the ELL students’ cultural or 
linguistic background. However, elements of Mrs. Brown’s pedagogical practice 
bore a relationship to Au and Scheu. (1997) description of reading as a social 
process. Her students read and construct knowledge together about story 
comprehension and vocabulary. However, as Wong Fillmore (2000) stated, ELL 
students need frequent instruction from teachers trained in language structure. Mrs. 
Smith went on to explain that the Title I program does not have specific resources 
for ELL students. As Krashen (2002) had explained, teachers need interesting 
books that they can read and that relate to an ELL student’s culture. Mrs. Smith 
stated, “We use materials that are at their instructional level or a little bit lower,
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because it is easier for them to follow.” Although this complies with Cho et al.’s
(2005) views of narrow literacy reading, it does diverge from the predominant 
literature (Au & Carroll, 1997; Cummins, 1991; Cummins, 1997a; Krashen, 1998, 
2002; Valencia et al., 1990; Wong Fillmore, 2000) when they argue instructional 
strategies must complement the child’s native language through literature and 
instructional practices that reinforce familiar concepts, whether through informal or 
structured reading. However, as the conversation continued there was a sense that 
the Title I teachers realized their program design was not completely appropriate for 
the needs of ELL students. The need to develop knowledge about a program design 
for ELL students being serviced by the Title I Reading program became a very self- 
evident emerging theme.
Program Design: Mastery
The rise of this theme within the data is deeply seeded in the perspectives 
through which each teaching specialist views her program. Mrs. Jones, ELL 
teacher, provided the first glimpse of how the Title I program focuses on the 
reading aspect of literacy, while the ELL/TPI program offers the whole language 
perspective. Keeping in line with Krashen (2002), who stated that skill-building 
advocates and whole language advocates both believe their programs to be the best, 
Mrs. Jones touched upon whole language while conversely relating it to the Title I 
reading program which focuses on skill development. Mrs. Jones felt that the two 
programs were in alignment because of the overlap provided by whole language.
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The official ELL/TPI program is structured around a variety of sources from 
outside of the district. At no point within the manual, is there mention of how to 
incorporate Title I instructional practices or to incorporate ELL instructional 
practices into the Title I classroom for these students who tend to be low income 
and who receive Title I reading support. However, there is reference to specific 
procedures on how to assess new ELL students’ English level proficiency, creating 
a comfortable teacher-student-instructional relationship, and instructional strategy 
accommodations for ELL students within the mainstream classroom. Finally, there 
is a rubric that reviews a list of useful reading strategies. Another section relates to 
content-based instruction for ELL students. The main theme propagated through 
the curriculum guide is the need to have consistent objectives within a program 
design. However, there are no clear program guide instructions on how the ELL 
classroom design should appear nor how it should look in the Title I reading 
program. Mrs. Jones designed her classroom in regard to what she saw as the best 
way to teach ELL students in a TPI program. The only program goal stated in the 
guide states, “ ... making non-English speaking students successful in the 
mainstream classroom setting” (CUSD 2000 English as A Second Language 
Curriculum Binder, 2004). She is definitely what Au & Carroll (1997) would say 
is someone who sees the benefits of and who is confident about the whole literacy 
approach.
On the other hand, the Title I program goal stated,
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We believe that the purpose of a dynamic program is to experimentally 
synthesize current research, personal creativity and common sense to 
positively affect student learning. A successful program adapts to and meets 
the needs of the changing population it is serving. (CUSD 2000 English as 
A Second Language Curriculum Binder, 2004)
However, there is a disconnect with program design in relationship to the ELL 
students. “In some cases, the Title I teacher might work with the classroom teachers 
and other specialists, to provide a flexible delivery system for the regular reading 
program” (Wonder School Title I/RAP Curriculum Guide, 2004). What any of this 
program design entails is not made clear and is open to the interpretation of the 
teachers and administrators providing the services. As Pinnell et al. (1994) stated, 
using reading specialist curriculum designs and strategies requires the classroom 
teacher to alter her views about student learning and teacher work relationships. 
Adults must be inquisitive; when becoming part o f a community of learners they 
must be willing to learn from one another and to respond to various approaches to 
teaching (Harada et al., 2002) and to respect varied approaches to teaching. 
Obtaining this mastery from the emergent theme of program design comes to the 
forefront of the research and helps to explain uncertain and problematic issues that 
can hopefully be resolved. Mrs. Smith went onto state her experience with Reading 
Recovery and the impact it had on students who did not know how to read and how 
it can be provided to ELL students as well. According to Pinnell et al. (1994), “The 
RR teacher education model provides a context for teachers to construct a theory of 
reading to guide literacy instruction” (p. 12). The program design theme that 
emerged was a clear indicator of the misunderstandings and misperceptions that
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each specialist had about one another’s mastery over ELL curriculum and 
instruction knowledge.
Understanding how the interview participants responded to combining their 
instructional strategies and materials with one another is another dimension that 
contributed to the key aspect that mastery was an integral part of program design. 
There was no program design that blended materials from two programs with the 
similar goals and objectives for ELL student literacy acquisition. What could be 
easily facilitated was not occurring due to the failure of any meaningful 
collaboration occurring between highly skilled teachers of both programs.
The Title I teachers knew that instruction and curriculum materials are based on 
the student’s prior knowledge, experiences, and backgrounds. A large part of ELL 
instruction is centered upon the needs and backgrounds of the students (Brisk & 
Harrington, 2000). The change that the Title I teacher has to adjust to when dealing 
with program design is based on what Joseph et al., (2000) stated as being child- 
centered over subject-centered. Although the teachers felt that their colleagues 
were effective with the ELL students, they may have been only demonstrating 
support for their colleagues’ efforts and simply guessing about how they use 
curriculum and instruction with ELL students.
When Mrs. Smith responded by saying that it would be helpful for Mrs. Jones to 
leam and use Reading Recovery curriculum and instruction in Spanish for the ELL 
students, she was attempting to explain how to create a cross-curricular program 
design that would enhance Title I reading instructional strategies. She felt that Mrs.
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Jones could reinforce many of the reading strategies that she and Mrs. Brown use 
with the ELL students in the Title I program through translation. Lyons et al.,
(2006) clearly lay this out by explaining the Reading Recovery teachers’ need to 
train and work with their colleagues to develop a uniform view of literacy 
curriculum and instruction. Pinell et al. (1994) found that creating literacy program 
curriculum required a lot of expertise and self-efficacy among reading specialists, 
teachers, and their colleagues. Freeman and Freeman (2000) believe, “The 
additional and different knowledge they bring to schools must be considered in the 
teachers’ perspective of the students, teaching strategies, and curricular 
considerations” (p. 1). Obviously, program design for ELL students lay in a gray 
area between the two program’s realities that were not necessarily at odds with one 
another, but neither were they acknowledging or enhancing the ELL students’ 
learning between the two classroom learning experiences. The lack of mastery over 
one another’s program design or developing a shared program design failed to 
materialize.
As the data gave rise to the emergent theme of program design, it also echoed a 
parallel concept of time. The next section will analyze how professional time 
emerged from all three teachers’ interviews and how it is at the core of what is 
needed to establish camaraderie and program design. Professional time is an 
overarching theme in the participants’ discussions and brings a certain poignancy 
and relevancy to how relationships and cultures develop.
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A resoundingly repetitive theme that emerged throughout interview data was the 
notion of professional time. For the sake of this research, in order to explain how 
the theme of time can be defined, it must be viewed in many aspects, from the 
physical state in which we exist moment-to-moment, to a phenomenon which 
includes the temporal self-consciousness, in which we dedicate our vastness of 
experiences to such singularities of thought as camaraderie and program design.
For the purpose of this case study, I felt that both the physical and temporal self- 
consciousness aspects provide a framework for the definition. The purpose of using 
the word “professional” was to address the level of formal curriculum and 
instructional program design language be communicated between the two 
programs’ teaching specialists. It only seems appropriate to frame the time they 
lack with one another as professional, because there is not a whole lot of dialogue 
occurring for the sake of ELL student achievement. As will be discussed, the 
brevity and informality of the conversations that occur lead to the emergent theme 
that there is not a significant amount of professional dialogue occurring between 
program-specific curriculum and instruction of three highly skilled and extremely 
knowledgeable teaching specialists. Thus, professional time is defined by those 
dedicated allotments of time that allow for a meaningful and purposeful sharing of 
information drawn from the amalgamation of each teacher’s lived professional 
experiences. The key aspects that explain how the emergent theme, professional
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time, converges within literature in regards to collaboration are Physical -  
Purposeful and Temporal -  Meaningful.
Professional Time: Physical - Purposeful
The data not only contributed to uncovering and understanding the emergent 
theme of camaraderie, but also provided a backdrop to another theme that surfaced, 
at times, straight square in the face and at other moments silhouetted against other 
thoughts and ideas of expression. In analyzing the interview data, one only need 
look to a repetitive word and theme that surfaced throughout the feelings, thoughts, 
and views of the ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers. The actual need for 
professional time that allowed for a physical collaboration with purpose about one 
another’s instruction with the ELL students was an enduring theme, and one which 
encompassed all aspects of each teacher’s ability. Cummins (1991) believed 
teachers that know very little about how to teach skills to ELL students will have 
little or no impact on that student’s overall success. This lack of time jeopardizes 
any chance the teachers have to collaborate and support each other’s program 
efforts, let alone the ELL student’s chance at success.
All adults need to be active participants and have responsibility in a child’s 
learning (Meier, 2002). All three teachers had no time to formally sit and discuss 
one another’s curriculum and instruction material usage as it pertained to ELL 
student success. Giroux (1992b) believed that a paradigmatic shift in how adults 
have collaborative relationships with one another needed to take place if ELL
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students were to be understood, in the school environment, based on their 
experiences, languages, and cultural backgrounds.
Mrs. Jones was amazed when she began to ponder just how much time and 
resources were dedicated to the special education program. Collaboration time 
could be afforded to students with learning and behavior disorders, but not for 
students who were below grade level in reading or could not read English at all. As 
Cummins (2001) advocated, ELL children need adult conversation and involvement 
that is afforded to any other child within the school environment. Ironically, our 
ELL student population’s low-income status provides us with the resources for our 
Title I program. As Krashen (1998) stated, services for ELL students need to be a 
coordinated effort that address the child’s cultural background and experience. 
However, professional time is something that must be afforded to the definition of 
collaboration in the first place, if it is to occur. Obviously, this was something that 
the teachers were well aware of, frustrated by, and resigned to.
Professional Time: Temporal -  Meaningful
Each mode of communication revealed in the data implicitly evoked the 
emergent theme of professional time. The rapidity and brevity afforded by each 
one of these forms of communication~e.g., e-mails, hallway encounters—reflected 
modem culture’s fixation on quick and simple communication forms. Professional 
time was not a factor, for these communiques offered simplistic responses that 
indicated needs and wants for parent communication or current progress. Gonzalez
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et al. (2005) believed that communication between ELL and other teachers, to a 
large extent, is fairly non-existent except for translation or progress requests. When 
speaking about how she works with the Title I teacher, Mrs. Jones states that it is all 
informal and most of it is for the sole purpose of having the ELL teacher 
communicate with the ELL students’ parents on behalf of the Title I program 
specialists. The home-school collaboration piece was seen as a form of 
collaboration for Mrs. Brown. However, it only reiterated the negative and 
unprofessional impact that Mrs. Jones viewed it as, since it only seemed like the 
primary form for the Title I teacher’s communication with her.
The interesting sentiment translated in this dialogue comes forth as a need to 
share professional responsibilities or time with ELL students. ELL students need 
just as much contact time with instruction and literacy specialists as do English-first 
remedial reading students (Kang, 1994). The notion that meaningful professional 
time could exist was defeated by the nature of the pullout instructional design that 
impacted the teachers’ schedules.
Developing an ongoing working relationship around the concept of collaboration 
is going to take professional time, but it was the willingness to observe and learn 
from one another’s curriculum and instruction that the teachers reiterated 
throughout their conversations. Most reading specialists have not been trained to 
instruct ELL students (Harrada et al., 2002). But, once again, it is about having the 
professional time to create the medium in which the teachers can collaborate with
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one another on a meaningful professional level and not for solely simplistic needs 
or wants.
Professional time that would allow for meaningful collaboration would help to 
promote the ELL students acquiring the language. However, the prerequisite to 
getting help for the ELL students would be a set time that would allow the teachers 
to collaborate with one another. Having the actual time to change the curriculum or 
simply search and pilot a new curriculum would understandably take many hours. 
Being open to the concept of collaboration relies on being available for one another, 
which lends itself to the concept of shared professional time.
More resources would have to be diverted to the needs of the ELL and Title I 
programs in order for collaboration to occur. These resources include physical 
materials, but above all, it stands for having time set aside for professional 
collaboration with colleagues. Especially when it comes to servicing students who 
are in need of additional linguistic and reading supports, it seemed rather matter-of- 
fact to Mrs. Jones that ELL students must receive more in the form of resources, 
including time for the specialists teachers to collaborate. “Schools that work best 
think of themselves as self-governing. They accept being held accountable for their 
work because they are in charge of making major workplace decisions” (Meier, 
2002, p. 159). Creating this collaborative effort would require time for dialogue 
and observation to occur. The teachers wanted to use their own life experiences and 
knowledge to professionally meet, observe, and talk about materials and 
instructional practices that would benefit the ELL students. Teachers need to know
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how to instruct ELL students through the promotion of academic skills that relate to 
second language acquisition (Cummins, 1991). This notion of being able to change 
how the Title I teachers would work with ELL students through modifications to the 
curriculum and instruction they afforded the ELL students within the Title I 
program services emerged through the theme of professional time. The data also 
revealed that working with different personalities as something to overcome equates 
to the notion of adapting or changing that personality to work in a collaborative 
environment would take meaningful professional time.
The experience of these districts suggests that given the right context, the 
majority of ordinary teachers will bring new intellectual and moral energy to 
their schools. It’s not just that “all children can learn”; almost all adults can 
too. And although there’s no guarantee that all who can learn will do so, 
certain conditions increase the odds, and others decrease them. (Meier,
2002, p. 161)
The idea that temporal consciousness is what equates within each person’s 
experiences that make them who they are is essential to understanding how to 
overcome time restraints with personalities that bring different perspectives to the 
construction of understanding. Who they are professionally is related to the many 
moments and experiences which have accumulated over their lives, to make them 
who and what they are.
Summary
The main points gleaned from the data suggest how program collaboration 
through curriculum and instructional design can be achieved through a supportive
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development of camaraderie and professional time. Allowing teachers to take 
ownership of their program design must originate through developing a school 
culture that proliferates community in every aspect of its being. As Meier (2002) 
stated,
All of these details requires a community of presumed equals -  equals not in 
knowledge or expertise but in that deeper sense that anyone of us could find 
ourselves in the shoes of another, that are members of a common 
community, (p. 19)
Sometimes, as educators, we like to think that the programs we have in place are 
meeting the students’ needs and that every aspect of program design, the curriculum 
and instruction, has been collaborated with fellow staff members. However, during 
the analysis of the interview data it became clear that each teacher’s formal lack of 
knowledge about the curricular and instructional design of one another’s program 
was a starting point to where they believed collaboration effort should occur. 
Therefore, addressing the students’ needs would first have to occur with developing 
the staff s need of getting to know and trust one another, while learning aspects of 
each other’s curriculum and instructional strategies. Trust would have to be the 
foundation.
Implications for Stakeholder Practice
What resulted in understanding the teachers’ interview data was a deep 
eagerness and willingness for them to be able to work with one another. Although 
collaboration is important for a meaningful student-centered, constructivist
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curricular and instructional design (Joseph et al., 2000), I realize that there are much 
more pressing issues involved with building such collaborative efforts, which are 
premised on the key conceptual framework pieces of Igoa (1995) and Meier (2002). 
Developing stakeholder culpability for ELL student engagement should be at the 
forefront of any meaningful collaborative efforts. Also, professional development 
efforts should extend beyond the ELL and reading specialist teachers curriculum 
and instruction. All staff members need to be a part of developing an ELL learning 
community (Cummins, 1997b; Freeman & Freeman, 2000; Krashen, 2002). At the 
heart of all of these issues is Igoa’s (1995) precept that educators need professional 
development in ELL curriculum and instruction. As curriculum and instruction 
professional development begins to inform ELL student classroom learning 
experiences, a profound need for an assessment piece, which develops through 
mutual responsibility, by all stakeholders, must begin to shape the school culture 
(Meier, 2002).
What these special schools demonstrated to us is that every school must 
have the power and the responsibility to select and design its own particulars 
and thus surround all youngsters with powerful adults who are in a position 
to act on their behalf in open and publicly responsible ways. (p. 166)
Teachers need leeway and leadership that provide them with the opportunities and 
risk-taking to do something special. Sometimes we already have everything in 
place to produce an excellent program system delivery model that will benefit 
student achievement, but we forget to bring everyone together for the same 
common goal.
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Implications: Professional Development
Wonder School, like most schools, usually tends to seclude professionals from 
one another. Physical space, scheduling, and program curriculum standards can 
sometimes create the systemic feeling and reality that everyone is doing their own 
thing to help students. What actually needs to happen is that everyone needs to 
conduct themselves with a shared mutual understanding of research-based ELL 
curriculum and instruction strategies. Teachers need to see that making the biggest 
impact means letting go to new possibilities we never dreamt of. Designing 
professional development around learners’ needs is essential if administrators and 
teachers working in the best interests of students are to provide the most meaningful 
classroom learning experiences that all students deserve.
In discussing the acculturation process of immigrant students, Igoa (1995) found 
that empowering a child in the learning process is something that all teachers can do 
and benefit from. Classrooms that bring forth a student’s experiences and interests 
help to create a highly academically challenging curriculum culture where the 
student and teacher are both responsible for the development o f the curriculum 
(Joseph et al., 2000). Igoa (1995) realized that a teacher has to reach out and 
develop a multicultural classroom that builds experiences on the diverse 
backgrounds of the students. Extending this framework of thinking is not easy for 
most teachers, because it calls for a high degree of sophistication, knowledge, and
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planning indicative of a classroom culture (Joseph et al., 2000) that endorses the 
belief that teachers instruct to each learner’s diverse needs.
However, any meaningful learning for an ELL student must be grounded in 
practices which extend the child’s culture within the classroom setting (Igoa, 1995). 
Practices that engage the student using strategies that bring forth the student’s 
cultural experiences, identity, and knowledge are necessary in achieving ELL 
student ownership of curriculum and success (Freeman et al., 2000). At Wonder 
School and other schools that might want to transfer this research study’s findings, 
it is important to note that successful curriculum and instructional professional 
development based on the needs of ELL students will need to ground itself on a 
conceptual framework based on such works as Igoa (1995) and her Cultural, 
Academic, and Psychological (CAP) intervention model. “The difficulty about the 
triangle is that two sides may exert pressure to leave the third aspect out. It takes 
skill and consciousness on the part of the teacher to keep the balance” (Igoa, 1995, 
p. 120). Establishing appropriate learning strategies within the classroom that are 
constructivist and student-centered have shown increased achievement among ELL 
students (Au & Carroll, 1997; Cummins, 1997). Teachers simply need to be 
purveyors of these strategies.
The caveat to all of this is the perception and role of the ELL teacher within the 
school community. ELL teachers cannot be treated as simple translators whose role 
is to support the classroom teacher. A well-thought-out professional development 
plan must bring the ELL teacher’s role within the school to the forefront. It should
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not only make it a known role, but a prominent role in the hearts and minds of all 
staff members. After all, it is the ELL teacher who has the greatest connection and 
impact upon the ELL student’s family (Kang, 1994).
Most teachers need to move out of the school system’s pervasive mentality of 
disempowerment towards ELL students and their families (Igoa, 1995). Many 
educators are still caught up in stereotyping that relegates a child’s diversity as 
more of an impediment than a source of strength in their learning process (Au & 
Carroll, 1997; Cummins, 1997b; Freeman & Freeman, 2000; Igoa, 1995; Kang, 
1997; Wong Fillmore, 2000). Unfortunately, the greatest struggle in creating any 
meaningful ELL professional development is the respect educators need to give to a 
child’s cultural background. Making ELL students and their families feel part of 
the school and also know what it means to feel “fully alive” (Igoa, 1995) is just as 
important as the curriculum on which we place most if not all of our emphasis, as 
educators.
As educators learn to honor and respect children’s diversity, they will begin to 
slowly understand how an ELL learning community can be realized. Much of what 
it takes to establish an ELL learning community, or any learning community, for 
that matter, is based on Meier’s (2002) work on what it means to develop trust 
among all stakeholders. The next subsection will discuss the need to have 
assessment and accountability in the hope of moving toward developing a true 
learning community.
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Implications: Assessment and Accountability
However, the wonderful part that remains through all of the teachers’ dialogues 
is that it simply takes all of us to pull it together for each other. Each of the 
teachers knew where they would like to go with the program in regard to helping 
ELL students. All they had to do now was synthesize themselves along with their 
curriculum and instruction into a new learning community that supports ELL 
students. In order to understand how this can be achieved, it is necessary to go back 
to the fundamental piece of the conceptual framework that I most adamantly believe 
to be the truest part of why we believe in and resolve ourselves to work in schools. 
The piece I speak of is Meier (2002), In Schools We Trust.
As each interviewee responded, she knew that it would take trust and opening 
doors to allow each other to see what and how they work with the children. The 
need to develop an educational environment that is encompassing of all teachers’ 
and students’ experiences needs to be premised on the belief that we are developing 
a curriculum that is child-centered over curriculum-centered (Giroux, 1994). It will 
require the teacher to develop an environment that embraces what Joseph et al. 
(2000) called a curriculum culture of Developing Self and Spirit, which is simply a 
culture based on the needs of the student. Changing the way teachers approach 
ELL students with their preordained curriculum will take time, as a restructuring 
effort to move toward the curriculum culture of Constructing Understanding will 
take patience, as teachers learn to mediate what they are used to doing with
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developing curricular materials and instruction along the diverse needs of the ELL 
students. Developing such an environment takes time, and creating the appropriate 
amount of professional development where teachers can learn from one another’s 
experiences is not an easily negotiated process. As Meier (2002) noted,
One lesson learned was that for regular observation and feedback to take 
place a supportive structure was necessary but was not sufficient in itself.
As noted earlier, teaching, like parenting, involves acts of judgment that cut 
close to who we are, whether we are good people as well as whether we are 
competent people. Even with advance warning, it’s hard to hide much. And 
the most neutral feedback (this is what I saw) can hurt; a documentary film, 
after all, is not without its point of view. If the feedback hurts too much, 
we’re going to build barriers that cut off the view. (p. 66)
As all three teachers pointed out during the interview process, it takes working with 
other personalities which takes professional time, the emergent theme that grew out 
of dialogues, to physically be able to collaborate with one another face-to-face and 
to see one another teaching. Learning is not an isolated process, whether it is the 
student or the teacher working with someone else. When we all learn from each 
other and construct new meaning or in this case, professional development, we 
leam how to build new and hopefully better knowledge. Meier’s (2002) statement 
in regard to child development offers a strong metaphor for what we see in the 
relationships among educators.
The consequences of our interpersonal estrangement are not obvious, even 
as there is a growing literature on the topic, and I quite frankly am only 
beginning my exploration. I don’t know what all this means in terms of 
personality development, neurosis, stress, illness, intimacy, and long-term 
relationship building. There may even be some positives that we will leam 
to celebrate and nourish. But I do think I begin to see dangerous signs of
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what such estrangement does to the creation o f potentially viable democratic 
communities, (p. 178)
The greatest threat to a learning community is in what Meier (2002) relates as being 
unsuccessful in fostering meaningful relationships. Without such relationships 
there is a loss of commitment and purpose, which would be the antithesis of Meier’s 
(2002) belief in beginning a learning community.
It is within the idea of accountability that educators must leam to establish trust. 
As Meier (2002) indicates,
To practice the art of mutual criticism and disagreement requires, for 
starters, the same kind of trust we need from families: trusting each other’s 
good intentions and reliability and then respecting each other’s competence 
and capacity to improve. Learning to work this way together requires trial 
and error, over time -  extended experience with each other at work. It 
doesn’t happen quickly, (p. 61)
Developing an ELL learning community will take time as well. After all, we 
have 20 teachers who need to leam from one just what it means to instruct ELL 
students and what it takes to provide the proper instruction. With the support of 
administration and a mission statement that is clear and simple, the school can 
move together in a uniform direction. Changing some entrenched personalities will 
not be easy, but as the old adage goes, something worth having is something worth 
fighting for.
Summary
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As teachers begin to ignite new and rekindle old friendships and share learning 
together, a new sense about what they do and how they construct the curriculum 
and its delivery to the students through instruction begins to take on new meaning 
(Igoa, 1995). Negotiating this new meaning is an important factor in developing a 
culture predicated on the belief that we can learn from each other. More 
importantly, this change in culture will include students and teachers learning from 
one another and most importantly, teachers learning from teachers (Joseph et al., 
2000). Whether it is attending to the specific voice and needs of the student or that 
of the teacher, the curriculum culture must support individual growth through 
providing the necessary environment that allows teachers to approach and celebrate 
the learning of students with diverse cultural backgrounds (Joseph et al., 2000). 
Once again, as educators, we must advocate the need to develop a school learning 
community that advocates for children’s needs when they are not specifically 
scripted in outdated curriculum guides or state and federal mandates that do not 
have enough foresight to compensate for poor teacher training programs that are 
devoid of the needs of our ever-increasingly culturally diverse schools (Meier, 
2002).
Recommendations
We in the field of education must be proactive proponents of change that meets 
the needs of students. If we fail to research and provide the best answers for 
ourselves, we are doomed to the politics of our times and will become reactionary
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to the needs of society, instead of helping to shape it like we hope to do with the 
students we teach. Whether it is teaching cultural diversity and ELL curriculum 
and instructional strategies through staff development or creating the necessary 
schedule for teachers to have formal collaboration and observation times, we need 
to design our schools for the communities we serve.
Living without answers is unsettling, of course, but when we’re not required 
to immediately pretend to master uncertainty, and probably only then, we 
can make the slow intellectual leaps required of all children today. It’s not a 
luxury that only a favored few need, as it may once have been. The trustful 
relationship with the world that this acceptance of uncertainty allows -  with 
respect to people, ideas, and things -  is at the heart of learning. (Meier,
2002, p. 14)
Allowing teachers this acceptance in which they can share their expertise and begin 
to open their feelings, thoughts, and views concerning how everyone is going to 
leam to work with every student is central in providing equity for all. This study 
shows that we need to escape the culture of “this student is mine and that one is 
yours to fix.” We need to leave behind the idea that one curriculum or instructional 
strategy works for every student. We need to decree that children do not simply fall 
into neat little packages of this standard accurately measuring who and what you 
are. However, under these new accountability guidelines, but more importantly the 
guidelines of human decency, we need to leam to work with one another in new 
ways, because as our school culture changes and society as a whole begins to 
change, we need to construct new understandings together that draw on and respect 
what each of our backgrounds and differences has to offer. Two curriculum and
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instructional strategies that emerged from my research and were supported by the 
review of literature, in regard to ELL students, could help to set the foundation 
establishing a shared beginning for school-wide curriculum and instruction of ELL 
students. The two curriculum and instructional strategies included the debate 
between the Whole Language Approach versus teaching isolated skills and the need 
to teach content-area reading instruction to ELL students. The next two sections 
will discuss recommendations drawn from the review of literature based upon the 
two aforementioned curriculum and instruction program designs for ELL students.
Whole Language Versus Skills-Based Instruction
Developing whole language is a crucial aspect in maintaining ELL student 
instruction across curriculum within the mainstream classroom setting. Although 
not all teachers will instinctively or readily be able to implement such change 
quickly, they will begin to develop a shared sense of community and feeling 
towards using practices which are more efficient and beneficial to the learning gains 
realized by their ELL students. Designing classrooms that mirror whole language 
instruction reflect on the ability of the ELL teacher to impart the necessary 
strategies to the mainstream classroom teacher (Au & Scheu, 1996). Cummins 
(1997a) also discovered that meaningful whole language instruction takes time as 
the mainstream classroom teachers become acquainted with the language and 
cultural texts of their ELL students. Wong Fillmore and Snow (2000) further found 
that ELL student success resides in the mainstream classroom teacher’s ability to
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address ELL learning experiences through activities, materials, and resources that 
promote meaningful expression, dialogue, relationships and writing that supports 
the ELL student’s ability and cultural background. Bridging these cultural 
boundaries is an extremely student-centered view, which not only honors the 
student’s background, but also stretches the teacher’s ability to connect with the 
student (Gonzalez, 1995).
Introducing a Whole Language Approach takes considerable time and mastery of 
strategies that quite frankly would behoove and benefit any child in any mainstream 
classroom setting. Whole Language instruction is something that is required all of 
the time and not part of the time Au and Scheu, (1996). However, inducing 
teachers into mastering such complexities takes excellent support and training 
through the ELL teacher and mainstream classroom teacher’s ability to leam about 
each one of their students’ cultural backgrounds. After all, if  we are providing 
equity in learning to all students then we should equitably understand all students’ 
backgrounds and not just the majority of the mainstream culture.
The best part of Whole Language instruction is that it combines student 
experiences into a constructivist and collaborative approached as presented in the 
conceptual framework through the writings of Joseph et al. (2000). Negotiating this 
sharing of knowledge to construct new meaning only helps to foster the cause of 
ELL student instmction through Whole Language (Au, 1997). Brisk and 
Harrington (2000) realized ELL students leam more effectively in the classroom 
when the classroom teacher is able to at least make a connection to the ELL
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student’s language background. Developing contemplative staff members is not an 
easy task, but once again it simply comes down to the type of learning community 
we would like to see fostered within our school.
On the flipside of this debate is whether Skills-Based instruction is more 
effective than the Whole Language Approach. The answer is a resounding not 
necessarily no, but instead how each strategy is defined (Krashen, 2002). The 
problem lies in the fact that many times teachers simply focus on isolated skills 
during isolated times in the day, instead of employing effective skill-strategy 
development throughout the day in all subject matters, whether it be written or 
verbal communication. Valencia (1997) found that teachers can provide 
meaningful skill-strategy development through a myriad of ways from the use of 
cultural texts to working with peers. Freeman and Freeman (2000) concluded 
similarly in their findings that the use of multiple skill-strategy development 
throughout the student’s day in a variety of contexts is much more meaningful than 
isolated strategy usage that does not connect to prior experiences or learning. The 
debate is best summed up by Au (1997): “When skills are overemphasized and 
meaningful activities neglected, students tend to find little value in reading and 
writing” (p. 187). It is not to say that skills are bad, but that the Whole Language 
Approach provides a better way in which to connect to ELL students.
In putting together a recommendation for professional development, all teachers, 
not just the reading specialists, need to be included in learning how to work with 
ELL students. The main focus would be Whole Language instruction. Not that
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skills-based instruction is irrelevant, it is not; but it simply needs to be used artfully 
throughout the day with meaningful activities and strategies that connect with social 
learning that is constructivist in nature. As Au and Carroll (1997) discovered, 
“Constructivist approaches appear to offer great promise for improving students’ 
literacy development” (p. 218). Wong Fillmore and Snow (2000) also realized that 
ELL student skill and strategy acquisition did not occur isolated or removed from 
their prior learning experiences of knowledge and therefore must be inculcated in 
future Whole Language endeavors that build upon the student’s cultural background 
experiences and knowledge. Whole Language instruction needs to incorporate a 
balance of skill development that is tied to social, learning activities and exercises 
that allow the students to negotiate new meaning.
Recommendations: Content Area Reading Instruction
The use of content-area reading instruction is not only supported in the research, 
but a logical extension of Whole Language Instruction that endeavors to build upon 
the skills and strategies developed during the students’ learning experiences 
throughout their day. Kang (1994) found that content-area reading instruction 
provides for the most meaningful learning experiences for ELL students, as they 
learned from working in the mainstream classroom without the support of the ELL 
teacher. The mainstream classroom teacher needs to leam to play a more 
predominant role in the creation of instmction and meaning for ELL students in
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subject areas where prior experiences and background knowledge can relate to more 
culturally related texts.
As content-area reading instruction comes to the forefront of student learning, 
teachers need to avail themselves to what Cummins (1997a) and Krashen (2002) 
realized: ELL student instruction through Whole Language could significantly 
occur through the use of culturally related texts. Igoa (1995) discovered that 
cultural reports allowed ELL students to leam how to research, but more 
importantly how to empower themselves through making the learning a meaningful 
expression of themselves. Subject content area information can be learned through 
a Whole Language approach that incorporates a constmctivist learning activity 
(Brisk & Harrington, 2000). Freeman and Freeman (2000) found that teaching 
content area language through thematic units more easily allowed ELL students the 
freedom and responsibility to connect the learning activity to their prior experiences 
and knowledge. Gonzalez et al. (2005) believe that a culturally based approach to 
content-area instmction allows for the development of learning that is more 
centered on the students’ own experiences. Content-area reading instmction allows 
the teacher to give the students greater control over their learning experiences and 
thus more practicality to the connection it makes with them.
Summary
If learning is to have a meaningful impact on students’ lives, then it needs to 
include resources and materials that are culturally relevant. But, more importantly,
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for any meaningful learning to occur, the learning experiences the students engage 
in must be based upon Whole Language Instruction that is steeped in a 
constructivist curriculum culture. Through combining the research (Brisk & 
Harrington, 2000; Cummins, 1997a; Freeman & Freeman, 2000; Gonzalez et al., 
2005; Igoa, 1995; Joseph et al., 2000; Krashen, 2002) content-area reading 
instruction can evolve to be more applicable to the ELL students’ learning and 
negotiating of new curriculum material. Students are not made to serve the schools; 
schools are made to serve the needs of students. Preordained curriculum and 
standards are not going to solve the problems of language minority students 
achieving. Programs need to be reflective of the students they serve (Valencia et 
al., 1990; Wong Fillmore, 1990; Au & Carroll, 1997; Krashen, 1997; Cummins, 
1999; Wong Fillmore, 2000). In order to develop this new learning community, 
one has to believe in the student’s ability and differences as meaningful starting 
places for learning, at its core.
Future Research and Conclusion
The hope for future studies regarding ELL and Title I literacy programs should 
be premised on the idea that the development of a learning community plays a 
critical role in the education of ELL students. Future studies should examine sites 
where learning communities are being fostered and/or have taken a foothold affect 
ELL literacy development. Furthermore, understanding the complexity of how 
specific ELL and Title I instructional strategies and materials effect ELL student
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literacy achievement would underlie the need towards developing learning 
communities among ELL and Title I teachers. Some possible questions that this 
study was unable to address that might be included in future studies are:
1. How do learning communities, between ELL and Title I reading 
specialist teachers, occur across multiple schools within a single 
school district?
2. How do developing and/or established learning communities 
overcome obstacles such as fostering collaboration among ELL 
and Title I reading specialist teachers and provide for professional 
development through observation and program curriculum 
coordination efforts?
3. What process is involved in aligning ELL and Title I literacy 
program curriculum resources and instructional strategies?
Joseph et al.’s (2000) ideas about the curriculum cultures of Developing Self and 
Spirit and Constructing Understanding are tantamount to how the teacher 
approaches students with curriculum design and instruction, but more importantly, 
how the teacher approaches and works with fellow colleagues regarding program 
design that is equitable in meeting the needs of all students. Multiple adults playing 
a part and being accountable in each child’s day is at the heart of true collaboration 
and designing a learning community based on shared curriculum and instructional 
design development. It is not a question of leaving someone behind; it is a question 
of developing a program centered on needs of the students, instead of the students 
trying to meet the needs of the program. It is my hope that future studies will 
continue to champion change that is homegrown and retains the grassroots efforts 
of educators performing research that can impact our students in their everyday
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lives and not rely on the same standardized test to motivate our efforts. Educators 
need to advocate their own field and make it theirs once again.
Teachers will have to begin to alter their views about how students leam. As 
Giroux (1994) so eloquently stated,
I soon found out that giving students some sense of power and ownership 
over their own educational experience has more to do with developing a 
language that is risk-taking and self-critical for me and meaningful, 
practical, and transformative for them. (p. 38)
The idea that we create a learning community based on empowering teachers and 
students to be reflective and constructive about their own learning helps to induce 
Meier’s (2002) original tenet, when she described what it means for children and 
adults to be part of a learning community:
Just as we want kids to keep company with adults because it’s the best and 
even most efficient way for them to become educated, so too do teachers 
need to keep company with each other for the sake of their teaching, not just 
to make life smoother, more comforting, and more humanly decent, 
although these other outcomes are desirable, (p. 59)
It is my dream that perhaps one day, in the not too distant future, educators will 
empower themselves politically to make the resonant changes that will say we 
know what’s best for kids and we know what’s best for schools. However, we must 
educate and leam from each other, if  such profound changes are going to take root 
in this country. Developing school environments that foster teachers learning from 
teachers and translating this experience through open modeling in front of the 
students will help to design a culture that embodies shared responsibility for not
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only the students, but for everyone’s learning. Coordinating collaborative efforts 
among ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers will take the professional time to 
develop an improved curriculum and instruction program design that is fostered on 
the nurturing of camaraderie between teachers. The educational product that we 
must advocate, and to some degree campaign or market for, would be nothing short 
of replacing standardized accountability assessments that do nothing to build or 
strengthen our educational system, with accountability that builds good morale, and 
lifelong learners who believe injustice and equity for all. Creating a learning 
experience that helps to strengthen the literacy acquisition of the ELL student needs 
to come to the forefront of our ever-changing demographics. Schools need to begin 
advocating for systemic changes to how all teachers—not just ELL and Title I 
teachers-collaborate, and work with using curriculum and instructional design 
materials, resources, strategies, and techniques designed around the needs of ELL 
students. By creating ownership for all students’ learning, we empower students 
and community relationships to believe that a democratic society provides for all 
and not just the majority who excel on some standardized test.
The ideal o f the learning community, which establishes equity for all, means that 
we hear all students’ voices and do not relegate ourselves to the simplistic ideal that 
the majority rules. The responsibility of ELL students’ literacy development should 
not simply fall in the hands or responsibility of the ELL teacher. They are not just 
her students; they are everybody’s students. Continuing to treat ELL students the 
way we do in schools will only perpetuate a current system that benefits a majority
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and leaves behind a large minority. If we allow ourselves, in education, to believe 
that the majority rules, then the minority will always fail. Not only will the 
minority fail, so to will our system and way of life, as the ideals we espouse for 
equity and do not follow through with begin to have longer-lasting social 
implications that we are starting to see in today’s society: drop-out rates, teen 
pregnancy, violence against teens, increased welfare, crime, and other plagues 
created by our ignorance and injustice towards one another. By not meeting the 
needs of all, we condemn those who do not have political voice.
Designing a paradigm that meets the needs of learners should not be posited on 
ideals of competition. Children should not be defined through some aggregate 
measure of what it means to meet the imposed standards of some so-called 
majority-rule, societal norm. The minority should not be victims of the majority, if 
we are to advocate for equity within our schools. We teach our children from 
where they are at and hope to mediate and negotiate an understanding about what 
learning and life is about. We do not set them up for simple measures of pass/fail 
for our love and attention. The same can be said for how we have allowed our 
schools to be taken over by such a hegemonic state of affairs without developing 
the necessary egalitarian standards that we so deeply pledge each morning when we 
start our school day. Educators must rise up and tell their local, state, and national 
communities that schools can be better places for all, but this starts with being our 
own best advocates and creating schools that teach to students—all students—not 
tests.
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Appendix A. Participant Study Permission Request Form
Consent Form
You are cordially invited to partake in my research study, “Redefining Teachers’ 
Roles: A Collaborative Paradigm for ELL Teachers and Title I Reading Specialists 
to Serve a Bilingual Learning Community.” The researcher for this research study 
is Luke Lambatos, C.E. Miller School Principal and a doctoral candidate student at 
Northern Illinois University.
The purpose of my study is to understand how curriculum and instruction 
collaboration occurs between ELL and Title I reading specialist teachers. The 
interview is a time to provide you with an opportunity to share your experiences, 
feelings, and thoughts regarding ELL literacy curriculum and instruction. This 
study is structured on the idea that collaboration can be used to bridge curriculum 
and instruction amongst ELL and Title I reading specialist literacy programs for 
ELL students. Upon finishing the study, I will present my findings to you, the other 
participants, and the district administration.
As indicated by our prior phone conversation, if you choose to participate, you will 
be asked to share your experiences, feelings, and thoughts regarding ELL and Title 
I curriculum and instruction program collaboration. Your own perceptions and 
those of others will be obtained through individual, audio-taped interviews. All 
interviews will be audio-taped and last a duration of approximately 1 hour. Also, 
you will be asked to review the researcher’s transcribed notes of what you stated 
during the interview. The purpose to doing a member check is to insure that the 
research data accurately reflects your thoughts and feelings. In addition to your 
audio-taped interview, you will be asked to provide documentation with your 
program’s officially stated goals and objectives.
There are no foreseeable risks posed to you through your participation in this study. 
One foreseeable benefit is that you will perhaps be a little bit more reflective in 
your practice of how you collaborate your program’s curriculum and instruction 
with those of your colleagues.
In order to ensure confidentiality, all participants, including teacher, school, and 
district names will be given pseudonyms. All data, including all documentation, 
audio-tapes, and conversations, will be kept in the strictest confidence. While the 
interview process will involve individuals participating independently, they will be 
asked not to repeat or talk about the interview conversations they had with the 
researcher. However, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed, since we are dealing 
with individuals who might speak to others outside of the realm of the interview 
room.
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Your participation is voluntary and appreciated. Even after agreeing to the study, 
you may remove yourself from it at any moment. There is absolutely no penalty, 
retribution, reprisal, or loss of benefits, if you refuse to participate in this study.
If you have any further questions concerning this study, please do not hesitate to 
contact the researcher or dissertation advisor.
Luke Lambatos, Researcher Dr. Joyce Lieberman, Advisor
1257 Oxford Lane 162 Gabel Hall, Northern Illinois University
Wheaton, IL 60187 DeKalb, IL 60115
630/681-8865 815/753-5611
The Office of Research Compliance at Northern Illinois University at 815/753-8588 
was established to inform you of any further information you might have regarding 
your rights as a research participant.
I agree to participate in this research study and acknowledge that I have received a 
copy of this consent form. Please sign below.
Signature of participant Date
As part of this study, I agree to participate in an audio-taped interview. All audio 
tapes and transcribed documents will be kept in a secured location and then 
destroyed.
Signature of participant Date
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Appendix B. Interview Protocol Questions
Interview Protocol
1. How do your curriculum and materials/resources support ELL student literacy 
achievement? How do your instructional strategies and techniques support ELL 
student literacy achievement?
2. How do your program's goals and objectives support the need to combine and 
incorporate ELL/Title I curriculum goals and objectives and instructional 
strategies and techniques of ELL/Title I programs?
3. How do your program's curriculum and instruction combine curriculum materials 
and instructional strategies and techniques from the ELL/Title I classrooms?
4. How would you describe the level of collaboration or program support that you 
provide for your colleagues in the ELL/Title I classrooms?
5. What do you think collaboration means?.
6. How do you collaborate with your fellow staff members in the ELL/Title I 
classrooms?
7. What made you open to the concept of collaboration?
8. How do you envision or see collaborative efforts developing or unfolding with 
fellow staff members in the ELL/Title I classrooms?
9. What are some present and some foreseeable roadblocks that you see for future 
collaborative efforts between ELL and Title I literacy program curriculum and 
instruction?
10. How do you see overcoming some of the roadblocks?
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students.
Review of official 





A review of ELL 
















3. How do ELL 
teachers and 





Review of any 
official school or 
district documents 
that state program 
articulation, 
collaboration, or 




5. What do you 
think collaboration 
means?
6. How do you 
collaborate with 
your fellow staff 
members in the 
ELL/Title I 
classrooms?
7. What made you 
open to the concept 
of collaboration?
8. How do you 





members in the 
ELL/Title I 
classrooms?
9. What are some 
present and some 
foreseeable 
roadblocks that you 
see for future 
collaborative efforts 
between ELL and 










Coding of official 




Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
211
and instruction?
10. How do you see 
overcoming some 
of the roadblocks?
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